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Abstract

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE
REVISED LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST

CLAIBORNE, GRANT, NATCHITOCHES, RAPIDES, VERNON,
WEBSTER, AND WINN PARISHES, LOUISIANA

Responsible agency: USDA - Forest Service
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1720 Peachtree Road NW
Atlanta, GA 33067-9102

For information contact: Lynn C. Neff, Forest Supervisor
Kisatchie National Forest
2500 Shreveport Highway
Pineville, LA 71360
318-473-7160

Abstract: Seven alternatives for revision of the Land and Resource Management Plan for the
Kisatchie National Forest (Forest Plan) are described and compared in this final environmental
impact statement (reis). The alternatives are labeled A, B, C, D, Modified D, E, and F.
Alternative A is the no action alternative, representing implementation of the current (1985)
Forest Plan, as amended. Alternative B emphasizes production of forest products. Alternative
C emphasizes enhancement of noncommodity or amenity values such as recreation, visual
quality, and plant and wildlife habitats. Alternatives D and Modified D emphasize the
restoration of natural plant communities to sites they occupied prior to European settlement.
Alternative E emphasizes management of hardwoods and mixed stands of hardwood and
pine. Alternative F emphasizes establishment or improvement of wildlife habitats for a full
range of native species. Alternative D was modified between draft and final to address comments
received from the public. Alternative Modified D has been identified as the Forest Service’s selected
alternative in this FEIS.
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Organization of the Documents

BASIC STRUCTURE

Commonly the text of documents like these
is subdivided and arranged in an outline
form to organize the material presented.
According to the importance of a given
section of text, the headings and subhead-
ings of this document are arranged with the
type treated this way:

TOP LEVEL
SECOND LEVEL
THIRD LEVEL
Fourth level
Fifth level

ATTENTION GETTERS

The use of bullets (') and run-in subheads
(bold type leading off a paragraph, as has
been done in the chapter descriptions that
begin in the adjacent column) are universal in
this text. Features like these denote no par-
ticular position or importance; instead they
are simple attention-getters which have been
used as needed at any level.

GENERAL LAYOUT

Notice the three column layout. Two wide
columns are used for text. The third, nar-
rower, column serves two functions: First, it
provides a means of supplementing the page
numbers, facilitating your ability to navigate
through these documents without repeated
reference to the table of contents. Second, it
offers additional page space to permit more
flexibility in layout; for example, at times
when alarger space is needed for displaying
an expanded table or figure that illustrates
some portion of the text.

In addition to the heading and subhead-
ing structure shown and explained above,
the third column features a unique method
of tipping the reader at a glance about the
kind of information on a given page. When

introducing a new section that requires a
heading, its title will also appear in the third
column in black; i.e.. SUBJECT. If that
section or subject matter continues beyond
the page where it originally appeared, the
title in the third column accompanying that
text will be “dimmed”; i.e.: .
This treatment is used consistently to indi-
cate the presence of subject matter.

PAGE NUMBERING

Finally, the page numbering scheme is
simple. It employs sets of numbers or letter-
number pairs like these: 6-10 or B-2. The
first letter or number in each set denotes the
chapter or appendix, and the second num-
berindicates the page. The page numbering
restarts in each chapter or appendix.

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT
STRUCTURE

Thefinal environmental statement is divided
into eight numbered chapters, followed by
the appendices.

Chapter 1, Purpose and Need for Action: De-
scribes the purpose and need for preparing
this environmental impact statement, the
scope of the decisions to be made, the
location and description of the planning
area, and the issues and concerns to be
addressed by revision of the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest’s land and resources manage-
ment plan (Forest Plan).

Chapter 2, Alternatives, Including the Pro-
posed Action: Presents alternatives for man-
aging the Kisatchie National Forest, includ-
ing how the alternatives were developed,
the range of alternatives, alternatives con-
sidered in detail, and a comparison of the
alternatives.

BASIC
STRUCTURE

ATTENTION
GETTERS

GENERAL
LAYOUT

PAGE
NUMBERING

ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT
STATEMENT
STRUCTURE
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KISATCHIE

NATIONAL FOREST

SUMMARY OF
THE FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT
STATEMENT

MAP PACKET

Chapter 3, Affected Environment: Describes
the existing environment of the areas af-
fected by the alternatives, including descrip-
tions of the physical, biological, social, and
economic characteristics of the areas.

Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences: Pro-
vides the scientific and analytic basis for
comparing the alternatives and presents the
anticipated environmental effects as a result
of implementation of the alternatives.

Chapter 5, List of Preparers: Identifies the
interdisciplinary planning team members
and describes their roles in the preparation
of the planning documents.

Chapter 6, Forest Plan Revision Mailing List:
Identifies agencies, organizations, and indi-
viduals to whom copies of the planning
documents have been sent or delivered.

Chapter 7, Glossary of Terms, Commonly Used
Acronyms, and Abbreviations: Contains defi-
nitions of terms and abbreviations.

Chapter 8, Bibliography of Literature Cited:
Identifies reference material referred to in
the environmental impact statement.

Appendices: the following appendices con-
tain additional detailed information relating
to the final environmental impact statement.

Appendix A, Issues, Concerns,

and Opportunities

Appendix B, The Analysis Process
Appendix C, Roadless Area Evaluations
Appendix D, Wild & Scenic

River Evaluations

Appendix E, Wild & Scenic

River Suitability

Appendix F, Scenery Management
System

Appendix G, Recreation Opportunity
Spectrum Implementation

Appendix H, Plant and Animal
Scientific Names

Appendix |, Biological Assessment and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological
Opinion

Appendix J, Species Viability Analysis
Summary

Appendix K, Comment Letters and
Responses (Bound Separately)

SUMMARY OF THE
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

The summary is a brief document that pro-
vides an overview of the material containedin
the final environmental impact statement.

MAP PACKET

The map packet contains a full-color map
portraying allocations of management areas
for the selected alternative. This map was
created using basic resource information
layers that were constructed and imaged
electronically in a geographic information
system (ais). A graphics application package
was then used to further enhance the out-
put. The maps for Alternatives A-D and E-F
(that were enclosed with the Draft eis and
did not change between the Draft and Final
eis) are not included in the map packet.

OD-2

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT



KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST ORGANIZATION

PLAN STRUCTURE

The revised Forest Plan is divided into five
chapters and various appendices.

Chapter 1, Introduction: Describes the pur-
pose of the Forest Plan, its relationship to
other documents, and its structure. It con-
tains a description of the Forest, a summary
of the analysis of the management situation,
and Plan responses to the significant issues
identified during the planning process.

Chapter 2, Forestwide Direction: Defines
Forestwide goals, desired future conditions,
objectives, and standards and guidelines.

Chapter 3, Management Area Direction: De-
fines management area and sub-manage-
ment area goals, desired future conditions,
and standards and guidelines.

Chapter 4, Implementation of the Forest Plan:
Contains information on how the revised
Forest Plan will be implemented and how
amendments and / or revisions will occur.

Chapter 5, Monitoring and Evaluation: Chap-
ter 5 details the requirements for monitoring
and evaluating the implementation of the
revised Forest Plan.

Appendices: The following appendices con- PLAN
tain additional detailed information relating STRUCTURE
to the revised Forest Plan:

Appendix A, Estimated Outputs
and Activities

Appendix B, Timber Suitability Analysis
Appendix C, Forest Plan Budget
Appendix D, Mineral Operations
Appendix E, Old-growth Desired
Future Conditions

Appendix F, Monitoring Summary Tables
Appendix G, Glossary of Terms,
Commonly Used Acronyms, and
Abbreviations.
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Purpose and Need for Action

INTRODUCTION

This document is called a final environmen-
tal impact statement (reis). It presents the
analysis of seven alternatives for managing
the land and resources of the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest. It also describes the affected
environment and discloses significant envi-
ronmental effects of the alternatives consid-
ered. Finally, it shows how each alternative
responds to issues.

The companion to this document is a
revised Forest Land and Resource Manage-
ment Plan (Forest Plan). The Forest Plan
presents a detailed disclosure of the alterna-
tive that the Forest Service recommends for
implementation.

THE PURPOSE

The purpose of these documents is to pro-
vide a revised Forest Plan which will guide all
of the resource management activities on
the Kisatchie National Forest for the next 10
to 15 years. This meets the objectives of
federal laws, regulations, and policy.

Forest plans provide for multiple use and
sustained yield of goods and services from
national forests, in ways that maximize long-
term net public benefits in an environmen-
tally sound manner. The national forest land
and resource management planning pro-
cess is described at Title 36, Part 219, Code
of Federal Regulations (crr).

THE NEED
FOR ACTION

National forest land and resource manage-
ment planning is a process for developing,
adopting, and revising forest plans for each
national forest. Forest plans are required by
the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Re-
sources Planning Act of 1974 (rea), as
amended by the National Forest Manage-
ment Act of 1976 (NFMA).

The NFvA regulations require forest plans
to be revised on a 10-15 year cycle or sooner

for significant changes of conditions or de-
mands in the plan coverage area. The regula-
tions also require forest supervisors to review
the conditions on lands covered by a forest
plan at least every five years, to determine
whether significant change has occurred.

The Kisatchie National Forest’s current
Forest Plan was finalized November 4, 1985.
To date there have been 17 nonsignificant
amendmentsand 1 correction to the current
Forest Plan.

In 1990 forest managers compiled the
first four years of monitoring data for all
resources. In 1991, monitoring data were
evaluated and compared with results antici-
pated by the Forest Plan. From this, the 5-
Year Review Report and Highlights revealed a
need to revise the Forest Plan, based on
these major factors:

Reduced land available for timber pro-
duction due to natural events and chang-
ing direction during the first plan period.
Updated stand selection, predicting tim-
ber sales for 1991-95.

Effects of the 1985-86 southern pine
beetle epidemic.

Existing and proposed Red-cockaded
Woodpecker management direction.
Effects of Forest Plan amendments.
Need to add, delete, clarify, or amend
Forest Plan standards and guidelines.
Need to evaluate additional management
areas.

Since the 5-Year Review such issues as
maintenance or restoration of biodiversity, old-
growth forests, ecosystem management, and
restoration of deteriorated ecosystems have
emerged locally, regionally, and nationally.
This reinforces the need to reexamine the
current Forest Plan.

INTRODUCTION

THE PURPOSE

THE NEED
FOR ACTION
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KISATCHIE

NATIONAL FOREST

FOREST PLAN
DEVELOPMENT

THE PROPOSED
ACTION

SCOPE OF THE
REVISION AND
DECISIONS TO
BE MADE

RELATIONSHIP
TO OTHER
DOCUMENTS

LOCATION
AND GENERAL
DESCRIPTION
OF

THE PLANNING
AREA

FOREST PLAN
DEVELOPMENT

The process for developing forest plans is
specified in NFMAregulations, 36 CFR 219.12.

Theforest supervisoris responsible for the
development and implementation of the
Forest Plan, as well as the preparation of the
environmental impact statement (eis) for the
Forest Plan. The forest supervisor appoints
and oversees theinterdisciplinary team which
develops a forest plan and eis.

A forest plan is developed using the fol-
lowing 10 steps:

Identify the purpose and need
Prepare planning criteria

Inventory data and collect information
Analyze the management situation
Formulate alternatives

Estimate effects of alternatives
Evaluate alternatives

Recommend a preferred alternative
Approve plan and implement
Monitor and evaluate

THE PROPOSED ACTION

The Forest Service proposes to revise the
Kisatchie National Forest’s 1985 Forest Plan.
It will address the needs identified during
the 5-Year Review, the significantissuesraised
during the issue identification process, the
results of a continuous monitoring and evalu-
ation program, and to affirm continuation of
the management direction from the existing
Forest Plan which is not specifically changed
by the revision.

SCOPE OF THE REVISION
AND DECISIONS TO BE
MADE

This document is prepared in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (Nepa). It provides the programmatic
direction and guidance for future decisions
of site-specific projects and actions, at which
point the irreversible and irretrievable com-
mitment of resources is usually made, 40 crr
1502.20.

The scope of the revision and decisions to
be made in the revised Forest Plan are:

Establishment of forestwide multiple-use
goals and objectives, 36 CFRr 219.11 (b).

Establishment of forestwide management
requirements (standards and guidelines),
36 CFR 219.27.

Establishment of management areas and
management area direction, including
desired future condition statements, 36
CFR 219.11(c).

Determination of land that is suitable for
timber production, 36 cFr 219.14.
Establishment of allowable sale quantity
(Asq) for timber, 36 cFr 219.16.

Inventory, evaluate, and recommend
potential wilderness, 36 cFr 219.17.
Inventory, evaluate, and recommend
potential wild and scenic rivers.
Determination of lands that will be avail-
able for gas and oil leasing, and the
leasing decision on specific lands nomi-
nated to the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, 36 CFR 228.102(d) and (e).
Establishment of monitoring and evalua-
tion requirements, 36 crrR 219.11(d) and
219.12(K).

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER
DOCUMENTS

This documentincorporates by reference (40
CcFR 1502.21) the management direction and
environmental analysis from the following
regional programmatic decisions:

The Final Environmental Impact Statement
(re1s) and Record of Decision (rop) for Sup-
pression of Southern Pine Beetle, April 1987,
as amended;

The reis and rop for Vegetation Manage-
ment in the Coastal Plain / Piedmont, Janu-
ary 1989, as amended; and

The reis and rop for the Management of the
Red-cockaded Woodpecker and its Habitat
on National Forests in the Southern Region,
June 1995.

LOCATION

AND GENERAL
DESCRIPTION OF
THE PLANNING AREA

The boundary of the Kisatchie National For-
est encompasses approximately 1,024,659
acres, of which 603,769 acres are national
forest land. The Forest consists of five ranger
districts located within Claiborne, Grant,
Natchitoches, Rapides, Vernon, Webster, and
Winn Parishes of west-central and north-
western Louisiana.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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CHAPTER 1

The Forest headquarters is the forest
supervisor’s office in Pineville. District offices
arelocatedin Bentley, Boyce, Homer, Natchi-
toches, and Winnfield. Please see figure 1-1
on page 1-4.

The area is predominately rural in charac-
ter. The forest is generally within a 2.5-hour
drive of Shreveport and Baton Rouge, and
within 4 hours of New Orleans.

Louisiana is generally considered typical
coastal plain. Theforest’s topography ranges
from hilly to undulating on the uplands, to
level on stream terraces and floodplains.
Elevations range from 80 feet above sealevel
in floodplains and undulate from 200 to 425
feet above sea level in the Kisatchie Hills. The
general slope of the area is southward to the
Gulf of Mexico.

Most soils in the Forest area are highly
weathered, acidic, and have low nutrient
status. Soil productivity, however, is gener-
ally high because soils are generally deep
with abundant plant-available moisture.

The climate of the area is subtropical.
Weather is highly variable. Annual rainfall
averages 59 inches. Summer temperatures
range from 85° to 95° Fahrenheit (r.) in the
afternoons and 65° to 75° r. in the early
morning hours. Winter temperatures range
from 55° to 65° r. in the afternoons and 40°
to 50° r. in the early morning hours. The
average annual temperature is 68° r. and the
average humidity is 74 percent.

Located within the Forest boundaries to-
day are four broad historically present plant
or vegetation communities: longleaf pine,
shortleaf pine / oak-hickory, mixed hardwood
/ loblolly pine, and riparian. These communi-
ties are situated within nine landtype asso-
ciations, which will be referred to as Ltas:
high terrace rolling uplands, Kisatchie sand-
stone hills, undulating clayey uplands, alluvial
floodplains and stream terraces, Winn rolling
uplands, Fort Polk rolling uplands, Red River
alluvial plains, Caney Lakes loamy uplands,
and north Louisiana clayey hills.

IDENTIFYING THE ISSUES

The forest planning process is guided by the
public issues and management concerns
which reflect the different preferences of
individuals and groups, and the physical,
biological, and legal limits on forest man-
agement. By identifying issues and con-
cerns, the Forest Service can determine what
the public wants in goods, services, uses,

and environmental conditions.

Theforest planning interdisciplinary team
(ioT) first compiled a list of preliminary issues.
They drew from the results of the 5-Year
Review; a review of the appeal of the current
Plan; ongoing monitoring and evaluation;
and internal issue identification meetings
involving personnel from the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest, the Southern Research Station,
and Forest Health.

The notice of intent (Noi) to prepare the
eis for the Forest Plan revision was published
in the Federal Register on August 4, 1993,
with a 60-day comment period, which ended
on October 1, 1993. The noi contained the
list of preliminary issues determined through
internal scoping, as described above.

The Planner, the Kisatchie’s planning
newsletter, was distributed one week later,
also with a 60-day comment period, which
ended on October 8, 1993. Approximately
1,300 copies of the Planner were mailed to
individuals, nonprofitinterest groups, elected
officials, businesses, industry, and academic
institutions, as well as local, state, and other
federal agencies, on the Forest Plan mailing
list. Copies were also available at each ranger
district office and the supervisor’s office.

Major news articles announcing our revi-
sion effort appeared in the Alexandria, Baton
Rouge, and Shreveport newspapers.

During the period of August 16-25, 1993
our public affairs personnel conducted a
statewide print and electronic media tour.
They visited all major population centers in
the state and distributed copies of the Plan-
ner newsletter to the media.

During the period September 15-24,
1993 open houses were conducted on each
ranger district.

The Forest received a total of 152 re-
sponses in the form of letters and telephone
calls during the public comment period. A
total of 737 issues and concerns were iden-
tified within the 152 responses. Of those,
167 issues and concerns were beyond the
scope of what a Forest Plan revision can
accomplish. Issues and concerns that were
outside the scope of a Forest Plan revision fall
into the following categories: beyond forest
authority; being handled by other govern-
ment agencies; something that can be
handled administratively; not feasible to re-
solve; no opportunity to resolve in the plan-
ning process; no issues identified; or the
comment deals with the planning process
itself. These issues and concerns were not

IDENTIFYING
THE ISSUES
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FIGURE 1-1, FOREST VICINITY MAP

The Kisatchie National Forest, unlike many
national forests, is comprised of separate tracts of

land instead of one contiguous area. Its five administrative
units, called ranger districts, are clustered in central Louisiana, with

Caney .
District l

Kisatchie

National
Forest

Winn-Catahoula
Boundary

1. Catahoula
4 District

Alexandria

Showing Kisatchie
National Forest’s
Ranger Districts

Calcasieu A=

District

=

Lafayette

Lake
Charles

Louisiana

New
Orleans

one ranger district composed of three small units located at the northern end of the state. The

Forest’s districts are located in the following parishes and municipalities: Caney — Claiborne / Webster, Homer;
Catahoula — Grant / Rapides, Bentley; Calcasieu — Rapides / Vernon, Boyce; Kisatchie — Natchitoches, Natchi-
toches; Vernon — Vernon, Leesville; Winn — Winn / Grant / Natchitoches, Winnfield.

lost, they were forwarded to the appropriate
officials for review.

The remaining 570 issues and concerns
were used to develop a range of issues to be
addressed in the Kisatchie’s Forest Plan revi-
sion. A total of 13 significant issue state-
ments were identified.

Appendix A of this Feis provides a detailed
explanation of the public involvement pro-
cess used to identify issues and concerns for
this Forest Plan revision.
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KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST CHAPTER 1
ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED ISSUE #2: ISSUES TO BE
IN THE FOREST PLAN BIOLOGICAL ADDRESSED IN

DIVERSITY THE FOREST

The following are the 13 significant issues to
be addressed by the Kisatchie’s Forest Plan
revision. These issues reflect input from both
the public and Forest Service personnel.
They identify subjects of widespread interest

What forest managementdirection and stan-
dardsand guidelines should be implemented
to maintain or improve biological diversity?

PLAN

ISSUE #1.:
TIMBER SUPPLY

concerning management of the Kisatchie ~ A. What management direction and stan- ISSUE #2:
National Forest. dards and guidelines should be imple- BIOLOGICAL
Each issue group is followed by a brief mented to conserve and maintain rare or DIVERSITY
narrative description, expressed in the form sensitive plant and animal communities
of a planning question. In mostissue groups, — for example, bogs, registry areas, bar-
the narrative description is followed by a list rens, prairies? What research is required
of facets, also expressed as a question, that to properly manage these areas? What, if
further clarify the issue. These facets summa- any, recreation uses should be permitted
rize the comments received within each in these areas?
group during the comment period and help
to focus on the major aspects of the issue. B. What management direction and stan-
dardsand guidelines can beimplemented
ISSUE #1.: to maintain research natural areas (RNAs)?
TIMBER SUPPLY What criteria should be used to select
additional rRnas? What, if any, recreation
How will the needs for other resources affect uses should be allowed in rnAs?
timber harvest levels on the Forestand how
will the change in allowable sale quantity =~ C. What management direction and stan-
(asQ) affect local economies? dards and guidelines should be imple-
mented to recover, restore and conserve
A. What will be the Forest’s Asqg and how will the threatened, endangered, sensitive,
it be affected due to coordination with and conservation species occurring on
other resource activities — for example, the Kisatchie National Forest? What, if
Red-cockaded Woodpecker (rcw) man- any, forest management practices or ac-
agement, streamside management zones tivities are necessary to aid recovery of the
(smzs), southern pine beetle (sp) infesta- Louisiana black bear?
tions, unsuitable lands, old growth, mus-
sels, and other factors? D.To what extent should longleaf pine,
B. What lands should not be designated as cypress, and the other naturally occur-
suitable for timber production — for ex- ring forested landscapes and natural com-
ample, lakesides, trails, recreation areas munities of central Louisiana be restored?
and other sensitive areas?
C. How will changes in timber harvest levels E. What measures should be implemented
affect the local economy, especially jobs to identify, protect and maintain a for-
and income? est component possessing old-growth
characteristics?
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 1-5
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F. What are the effects of pine straw raking
and harvest; and to what extent should
this practice be permitted to occur?

ISSUE #4:
MINERALS
DEVELOPMENT

ISSUE #3: G. Are pre-European settlement conditions ~ To what extent should the Forest provide
LAND USE avalid biodiversity benchmark? If so,how  opportunities for mineral development?
much, if any, of the Forest should be Should the forest modify its direction on oil,
ISSUE #4: managed for pre-European settlement  gas, and common variety minerals, includ-
MINERALS conditions. Canitbe done? How long will ing Forest Service use?
DEVELOPMENT it take? How much will it cost?
ISSUE #5:
ISSUE #5: H. To what extent should desirable nonna- RANGE /7 GRAZING
RANGE / tive vegetation be introduced or allowed
GRAZING on the forest? How much of the Forest should be allocated
and managed for livestock forage in light of
ISSUE #6: I. What measures should be takentomain-  declining use trends?
RED-COCKADED tain, protect, and improve biological
WOODPECKER diversity? A. What impact would the elimination of
the range management program have

ISSUE #3: on current and future range permittees,

LAND USE other resources and forest programs?

What are appropriate uses of National Forest ~ B. How much of the Forest should be allo-

System lands with respect to special uses, cated to range development?

military training, landfills, large land ex-

changes and acquisitions, and easements? C. What impacts will livestock use have on

plant and animal communities?

A. What priority level should be given to
acquiring land tracts involving wetlands, ISSUE #6:
rare or sensitive natural communities or RED-COCKADED
species including Red-cockaded Wood- WOODPECKER
pecker habitat linkages?

Consistent with the regional direction, how

B. Should the management direction for  shouldthe Red-cockaded Woodpecker (rcw)
former military Camps Livingston and and its habitat be managed to provide for
Claiborne be different than the general long-term viable rcw populations on the
forest area? Forest?

C. How can the Forest minimize the effects ~ A. How much of the Kisatchie National
of special-use easements on other re- Forest’s lands should be allocated to rcw
source management goals? management?

D. How much of the Vernon Unit of the B. What direct habitat improvements and
Calcasieu District’s military limited use management practices will best meet the
land should be used for more intensive needs of the rcw?
military ground and training activities by
the Department of the Army? C. How are the rew clusters / habitat within

the wilderness to be managed?

D. What sps suppression activities should be
allowed within rcw habitat — for ex-
ample, should cavity trees and foraging
areas be protected?

1-6 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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ISSUE #7:
RECREATION

What variety of outdoor recreation experi-
ences should the Forest provide and how
will they affect other forest resources and the
local economy?

A. How should off-road vehicles (orvs) be
managed on the Forest to provide recre-
ation opportunities and protect other
resources?

B. Should additional recreation opportuni-
ties be offered at scattered locations across
the Forest — for example, outdoor and
cultural resource interpretation facilities;
hiking, horseback, mountain bike and all
terrain vehicles (aTv) trails; watchable wild-
life projects, hunter camps, public shoot-
ing ranges, additional walk-in hunting
areas, and rental cabins? What kinds of
facilities and experiences should be pro-
vided at the Forests’ campgrounds? How
and where are we going to provide for
the physically challenged recreationist?

C. What type of management direction is
needed along trails to protect their visual
corridors?

D. Should Cunningham Brake roadless area
be recommended for wilderness study?
How will designation affect use of other
resources?

E. Should Castor Creek, Drakes Creek, Ki-
satchie Bayou, Whiskey Chitto Creek, East
Fork Sixmile Creek, and West Fork Sixmile
Creek be recommended for designation
as national wild & scenic rivers? How will
designation affect the use of other re-
sources?

F. How will the availability of recreational
activities, especially hunting, affect the
local economy?

ISSUE #8:
RIPARIAN

What measures are needed to designate and
protect riparian / wetland areas and stream-
side management zone resources?

A. How wide should riparian management
zones be to protect riparian dependent
resources on perennial, intermittent, and
ephemeral streams?

B. How will resource values associated with
riparian areas be protected? What addi-
tional measures are needed to minimize
the impact of upland management ac-
tivities on streams?

C. What, if any, special consideration should
be given to those streams wholly or par-
tially on national forest lands that are
designated as State natural and scenic
streams?

D. How will water quality and aquatic habi-
tat be maintained to protect the Louisi-
ana pearlshell mussel?

ISSUE #9:
FOREST ROADS

How should the Forest’s road system be
managed to meet resource needs and pro-
vide adequate public access?

A. What minimum density of local roads is
required to provide permanent, effective
access to national forest lands for all re-
source management needs? Of this
amount, what portion should be man-
aged as “open for motor vehicle use”
(continuous or seasonal) for dispersed
recreation? What monitoring is required?

B. What effects will road construction and
reconstruction have on other resources?

ISSUE #7:
RECREATION

ISSUE #8:
RIPARIAN

ISSUE #9:
FOREST ROADS
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ISSUE #10:
PRESCRIBED
BURNING

ISSUE #11.:
SILVICULTURE

ISSUE #12:
WILDLIFE
AND FISH

ISSUE #13:
FOREST HEALTH

ISSUE #10:
PRESCRIBED BURNING

What will be the role of prescribed fire in
achieving forest management goals and ob-
jectives?

A. To what extent, at what time of year, and

at what frequencies will prescribed fire be
used to manipulate forest conditions —
for example, habitat management areas
(Hmas) vs. preserves vs. general forest?
How many acres and what size blocks can
or will be burned during the growing
season?

B. What should be the future direction for
prescribed burning on sensitive Kisatchie
soils?

C. Should prescribed fire be used to manage
the Kisatchie Hills Wilderness?

D. How will plants and animals be affected
by prescribed burning, especially grow-
ing season burning?

E. To what extent should plow lines be
used? How will they affect the use or
protection of resources?

ISSUE #11.:
SILVICULTURE

How will the application of various silvicul-
tural systems and management practices
affect the condition of other forest resources
and sustainability of overall forest health?

A. How will the use of the two-aged and
uneven-aged silvicultural systems affect
timber and non-timber resources; and
how well does this system duplicate natu-
ral processes?

B. How will the mix of rotation ages and
harvest cutting methods for even-aged
and two-aged management affect habi-
tat and visual diversity, timber productiv-
ity, and duplication of natural processes?

C. How do current tree harvest and site
preparation methods affect thelong-term
sustenance of forest resources and overall
forest health?

D. What management direction should guide
ecosystem management and the use of
landscape ecology principles?

E. What cutting methods and practices are
silviculturally and socially acceptable in
bottomland hardwood forest types?

F. What is the future role of herbicide use in
forest management?

G.How should we manage hardwoods
within pine stands and to what extent
should mixtures of pines be managed?

ISSUE #12:
WILDLIFE AND FISH

How much and what kinds of wildlife and
fish habitats should the forest provide for a
diverse wildlife program?

A. What should be the future management
direction for the two national wildlife
management preserves? Should it be
consistent between the two preserves?

B. What wildlife and / or fisheries programs
and management activities need to be
expanded upon, reduced or otherwise
modified to provide adequate habitat for
native wildlife and fish? What should be
the future hunting and fishing opportuni-
ties offered on the forest? Should we
reexamine the need for wildlife food plots,
openings and linear strips? What is the
future of the featured species concept?
Should greater emphasis be placed on
neotropical migratory birds (NTmes) and
other nongame wildlife species?

C. How should upland hardwood species be
managed to adequately meet the needs
of wildlife?

D. What array of management and ecologi-
cal indicators are appropriate to effec-
tively monitor habitat health and response
to management?

ISSUE #13:
FOREST HEALTH

What forest management practices are
necessary to maintain or improve forest
health, especially protection from insects
and diseases?
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PLANNING RECORDS

Additional background information, maps,
and supporting documents used in the Ki-
satchie National Forest land management
plan revision process are contained in the
planning records. These records are main-
tained at the Forest Supervisor’s office as
required by 36 crr 219.10 (h). The planning
record in its entirety is incorporated here by
reference. Specific records are referenced
throughout the reis and Forest Plan as appro-

priate.

The planning records are available for
review during regular business hours. Please
write or call the Kisatchie National Forest.
Address: USDA Forest Service, Forest Plan
Revision, 2500 Shreveport Highway, Pine-
ville, Louisiana 71360. Telephone number:
318-473-7160.

Chapter 7 of this reis is a glossary that
defines many of the terms used in this docu-
ment and in the Forest Plan. Chapter 8 lists
literature and references cited in the reis.

PLANNING
RECORDS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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Alternatives, Including
the Proposed Action

PURPOSE AND
ORGANIZATION

Chapter 2 presents alternatives for manag-
ing the Kisatchie National Forest. The chap-
ter is divided into five major sections:

Changes made between Draft and Final
documents

Development of the alternatives
Range of alternatives
Alternatives considered in detail
Comparison of the alternatives

CHANGES MADE BETWEEN
DRAFT AND FINAL
DOCUMENTS

The Draft eis and Proposed Revised Forest
Plan documents were available for public
review for approximately 3 months (No-
vember, 1997 through January, 1998). The
public review process and comments re-
ceived during the review period are de-
scribed in the Final eis Chapter 1 (Purpose
and Need for Action), Appendix A (Issues,
Concerns, and Opportunities), and in Ap-
pendix K (Comment letters and responses).
After the public comment period had closed
and the comments reviewed, the Forest
interdisciplinary team (ipT) explored ways to
respond to the concerns of the public.

Comments suggested that:
Alternatives be modified;
Alternatives be developed or evaluated
that were not given serious consideration
in the Draft eis;
Analysis presented in the Draft eis be

supplemented, modified, or improved;
and,

Factual corrections be made in informa-
tion or data used in the analysis.

After reviewing these comments, the ipTand
Forestmanagement team agreed on changes
that should be made in the Final eis. In most
cases, the changes involved minor re-analy-
sis of methods and data common to all
alternatives. A new alternative, Alternative
Modified D (Mod D), was developed based
on the public response to specific issues and
the proposed resolution of those issues raised
in the Drafteis. The new alternative proposes
differentland management prescriptionsand
standards and guidelines from the set of
alternatives analyzed in the Draft eis. The
Proposed Revised Forest Plan was changed
to reflect the changes between Alternative
D, the Draft preferred alternative, and Alter-
native Mod D. A detailed list of responses
and changes can be found in Appendix K.
The Revised Forest Plan and the Final eis were
submitted to the Regional Forester for re-
view.

The following is a summary of the major
changes made between the Draft and Final
els to respond to concerns raised during the
public comment period:

Alternative Mod D was added to the set of
alternatives largely in response to com-
ments on Alternative D, the Draft s
perferred alternative. Information from
the original Alternative D was left in the
text and tables of the Final eis in order to
help identify changes between the pre-
ferred alternatives in the Draft and Final
Eis’s.

The rorrLAN forestwide planning model
used for much of the Draft eis analyses
was modified to accomodate changes in
land allocation, management prescrip-
tion, and mitigation proposed in the Mod
D alternative. The most substantive
changes were the allocation of approxi-

PURPOSE AND
ORGANIZATION

CHANGES
MADE
BETVWVWEEN
DRAFT AND
FINAL
DOCUMENTS
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mately 15,000 additional acres of man-
aged old-growth patches and 2,000 ad-
ditional acres of Special Interest Areas.
Effects of these changes are shown in
Chapter 4 of the Final eis.

Modifications were made to the Draft
alternatives in order to provide a wider
range of oil and gas leasing choices, ad-
dressinternal management concerns, and
better analyze the effects of leasing on
the Forest. Acres available for leasing now
range from none (Alternative C) to the
amount currently available for leasing
(Alternative A). Also, the application of
No Surface Occupancy (Nso) and Con-
trolled Surface Use (csu) stipulations in
leases now vary in accordance with the
theme, or emphasis, of the alternative.
Chapter 2 of the Final eis explains the
differences in the alternatives’ mitigation
practices and Chapter 4 describes the
expected effects to resources between
alternatives.

The acres shown as Streamside Habitat
Protection Zones (sHrzs) and Riparian Area
Protection Zones (rRAPzs) in the FORPLAN
model were reduced by 8,600 acres. These
acres are sHpzs and rapzs within Research
Natural Areas, developed recreationssites,
Special Interest Areas, State Registry Natu-
ral Areas, and Saline Bayou Wild and

Scenic River Corridor. They were mod-
eled to utilize a more restrictive manage-
ment prescription, specific to these spe-
cial emphasis areas, instead of the gen-
eral prescription used for most of the
other streamside areas.

Additional information has been added
to Chapter 3 of the Final eis that explains
how recent military proposals relate to
this Revised Plan decision and the envi-
ronmental analyses. Because a decision of
whether or not to allow increased use of
the southern portion of the Vernon Unitis
not expected until after the Record of
Decisionfor this Revised Plan, any changes
to Forest allocations or Desired Future
Conditionswould amend the Revised Plan.
The environmental analysis accompany-
ing that decision would evaluate the ef-
fects to the Forest’s ability to meet it’s
goals and objectives.

The budget level described in Appendix
C of the Forest Plan was lowered and is
compared to current (FY99) levels, which
represents a historic annual operating
budget. Overall, the planned budget is
approximately 33% higher than the his-
toric budget level. Some areas, like min-
erals and geology management, are ex-
pected to be lower; however, some areas,
like recreation construction projects,

FIGURE 2-1, DEVELOPMENT OF AN ALTERNATIVE

Develop Forest
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threatened and endangered species habi-
tat management, and heritage resource
management, are expected to increase in
order to fully implement the Plan
Revision’s objectives. If budget levels stay
near the historic level, a proportionate
reduction in Plan outputs for those re-
source areas can be expected.

The timber suitability analysis was re-
computed using updated resource infor-
mation from our Geographical Informa-
tion System. Minor changes were made
in the proportions of unsuitable acreage
classes on the Forest for all the alterna-
tives. The final acres of timber-suitable
lands did not change, however, for any of
the Draft eis alternatives.

The species selected as management in-
dicators were revisited. Monitoring and
evaluation requirementsfor management
indicator species were also clarified to
conform with current regional and na-
tional direction.

DEVELOPMENT OF
THE ALTERNATIVES

An alternative is a strategy that guides the
management of the land and resources of
the Forest from its current state to a desired
condition in the future.

The primary goal in formulating alterna-
tives is to provide a basis for identifying the
alternative that comes nearest to maximiz-
ing net public benefits, consistent with re-
source integration and managementrequire-
ments of the implementing regulations for
the National Forest Management Act [36 crr
219.12 (f)].

A range of alternatives was analyzed for
consideration as possible forest plans for the
Kisatchie National Forest. Each alternative
represents a different management empha-
sis for the Forest. They are designed to
address the significant issues and concerns
that were identified during the planning
process. Each alternative provides a different
mixture of goods and services for the public
and a different combination of resource
outputs, land uses and environmental ef-
fects. The alternatives were developed ac-
cording to National Environmental Policy
Act (Nepa) procedures (40 CFR 1502).

PROCESS USED TO
DEVELOP ALTERNATIVES

Alternative development began with analy-
sis of the 13 significant issues raised during
the planning process. These issues are de-
scribed in Chapter 1 and Appendix A of this
final environmental impact statement (reis).
The issues were characterized as to their
potentialimpact on alternative development.
Three types of issues were recognized:

Driving issues containing a great amount
of variability or conflict, around which an
alternative theme could be developed.

Modifying issues, which could be used to
further refine the emphasis of an alterna-
tive theme.

Additional issues of limited extent or in-
fluence, which could apply equally to all
alternatives.

Driving issues, such as commodity pro-
duction, amenity values, or wildlife habitats,
served as the core for development of an
alternative theme. Modifying issues such as
the amount of old-growth forest, the extent
of uneven-aged management, or theamount
and variety of recreational experiences con-
tributed to the overall emphasis of an alter-
native theme.

The combination of a driving issue with
those modifying issues considered to be
compatible in terms of resource emphasis,
conditions, and eventual outcomes became
the basis for developing a desired future
condition (brc).

A prc statement is a narrative description
of the land and resource conditions which
are expected to occur when goals and objec-
tives for an area are fully achieved. Itincludes
information on the forest appearance, land-
scape alterations, associated wildlife, and
the potential for human experience.

A set of prc statements were developed
which could conceivably resolve all issues
raised during the planning process. These
prcs essentially describe what people wanted.

The next step was to build a set of man-
agement alternatives that responded in vari-
ous ways to how much people wanted of
each prc, and where it should occur on the
Forest. This was done by allocating the full
range of prcs in varying proportions to the
entire Forest area, for each alternative theme.

DEVELOPMENT
OF THE
ALTERNATIVES

PROCESS
USED TO
DEVELOP
ALTERNATIVES
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MANAGEMENT
PRESCRIPTIONS
AND
MANAGEMENT
AREAS

MANAGEMENT AREA 1 —
FOREST PRODUCTS

The landtype association (LTA) level of the
National Hierarchical Framework of Ecologi-
cal Units (national hierarchy) guided on-the-
ground allocation of prcs. The LTas provided
critical information about the potential ca-
pability of an area to eventually meet that
prc in terms of ecological feasibility and
economic efficiency. For a more complete
discussion of the Kisatchie’s use of the na-
tional hierarchy and L7as, see Chapter 3.

The prcs were allocated at the landscape
scale. The proportion of land allocated to
each prc and the placement of the prcs on
the Forest varied to fit the theme associated
with each management alternative. Thus,
alternatives were based upon the mix and
extent of prcs within them; and prcs were
based upon all significant issues raised dur-
ing the planning process.

An alternative theme not only describes
what, where, and how much is wanted, butits
prcs also provide insights into how to achieve
it. Each narrative description serves as an
integrated template for generating more
specific technical resource management di-
rection. The combination of the area allo-
cated to a prc and the resource manage-
ment direction, or management area pre-
scription, required to achieve it becomes a
management area. See figure 2-1.

MANAGEMENT
PRESCRIPTIONS AND
MANAGEMENT AREAS

All alternatives have a set of goals and
objectives, and consist of a combination of
management areas. Management areas are
relatively large areas with unique locations
having common management direction
called management area prescriptions. Man-
agement area prescriptions are composed
of specific activities or practices scheduled
for application on the management area
and designed to achieve stated objectives.
Each prescription also has an associated set
of standards and guidelines which provide
rules, constraints, and the usual course of
action needed to implement proposed ac-
tivities. The management area prescription
with its associated activities, practices, stan-
dards, and guidelines is the operational link
in achieving the prc for a particular man-
agement area.

The Final eis alternatives recognize 13
possible management areas. Some manage-
ment areas are further subdivided into sub-
management areas, to recognize:

Differences in management intensity to
produce varying levels of outcomes or
outputs.

Differences in time frames needed to
meet management area goals.

Differences in the inherent capability of
the land which recognizes areas of com-
mon response to an overall management
strategy. These areas were identified based
on the application of the L7a level from
the national hierarchy.

The land area of the Forest is allocated to
management areas differently in each alter-
native. Tables 2-1 through 2-7 display the
allocation of Forest land to management
areas for each alternative. Due to variations
in alternative themes, alternatives do not
necessarily allocate land to all 13 manage-
ment area types. Detailed prescriptions for
management areas can be found in Chapter
3 of the Forest Plan. Following is a brief
description of each management area and
sub-management areas they may contain.

MANAGEMENT AREA 1 —
FOREST PRODUCTS

Overall emphasis would be on providing high
levels of commodity outputs. The focus of
forest management activities and practices
would be on producing vigorously growing
stands of pine sawtimber. Additional wood
fiber products would be produced through
periodic stand-tending activities and the sal-
vaging of dead and dying trees. Prescribed
burning is applied infrequently and to a lim-
ited extent during the dormant season. The
predominantsilvicultural systemis even-aged
management. All perennial and intermittent
streams receive a minimum buffer of 50 feet
on each side of the stream channel to protect
water quality, riparian areas, and aquatic and
streamside habitats. Management Area 1
contains 3 sub-management areas:
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Sub-management Area 1A

Emphasis would be on producing the high-
est sustainable level of wood products at
minimum cost while providing minimal pro-
tection of other resources. The rotation age
is 50 years for all pine stands, 80 years for
upland hardwood stands, and 100 years for
bottomland hardwood stands. The primary
regeneration method is clearcutting, with
openings up to 80 acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 1B

Emphasis would be on producing and sus-
taining high levels of wood products. Other
resources would receive a moderate level of
protection during timber management ac-
tivities. The rotation age is 50 years for slash
pine stands, 60 years for all other pine stands,
100 years for upland hardwood stands, and
120 years for bottomland hardwood stands.
The primary regeneration methods are clear-
cutting and seed-tree, with openings up to
80 acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 1C

Emphasis would be on producing and sus-
taining a high level of a mixture of commod-
ity outputs. Other resources would receive a
moderate level of protection during manage-
ment activities. The rotation age is 50 years
for slash pine stands, 70 years for all other
pine stands, 100 years for upland hardwood
stands, and 120 years for bottomland hard-
wood stands. The primary regeneration meth-
ods are seed-tree and shelterwood, with open-
ings up to 40 acres allowed.

MANAGEMENT AREA 2 —
AMENITY VALUES

Overall emphasis would be on protecting
and enhancing non-market resources and
values. Commodity outputs would be con-
sidered as secondary and occur as by-prod-
ucts of management practices. Forest man-
agement practices and activities would be
focused on protecting, maintaining or en-
hancing amenity values, such as recreation,
visual quality, wildlife and plant habitats. The
area would offer the highest level of recre-
ational opportunities and experiences in a
relatively undisturbed or natural setting. There
would be no sustained production of forest
products, although some cutting of trees

would be allowed to improve overall stand
characteristics for amenity reasons or to sal-
vage or control large natural mortality events
such as wildfire, windthrow, or southern pine
beetle. No silvicultural system is applied, and
no rotation ages are set. The regeneration
methods of group and single-tree selection
are allowed to meet specificamenity resource
objectives. All perennial and a large number
of the intermittent streams receive a mini-
mum buffer of 100 feet on each side of the
stream channel to protect water quality, ri-
parian areas, and aquatic and streamside
habitats. Management Area 2 contains 4 sub-
management areas:

Sub-management Area 2AL

Emphasis would be on protecting and en-
hancing non-market resources and values
associated with longleaf pine dominated
landscapes while allowing the highest level
of landscape-wide alteration, such as pre-
scribed fire and stand improvement prac-
tices. Prescribed fire is applied every 2-5
years, with increased emphasis on growing
season burns.

Sub-management Area 2AS

Emphasis would be on protecting and en-
hancing non-market resources and values
associated with shortleaf pine / oak-hickory
dominated landscapes while allowing the
highest level of landscape-wide alteration.
Prescribed fire is applied every 7-10 years.

Sub-management Area 2AM

Emphasis would be on protecting and en-
hancing non-market resources and values
associated with mixed hardwood-loblolly
pine dominated landscapes while allowing
the highest level of landscape-wide alter-
ation. Prescribed fire is applied every 15-20
years.

Sub-management Area 2B

Emphasis would be on protecting and en-
hancing non-market resources and values
while allowing a moderate level of land-
scape-wide alteration. Prescribed fire is ap-
plied infrequently and to a limited extent.

MANAGEMENT AREA 2 —
AMENITY VALUES
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MANAGEMENT AREA 3 —
NATIVE COMMUNITY
RESTORATION

MANAGEMENT AREA 3 —
NATIVE COMMUNITY RESTORATION

Overall emphasis would be on restoring and
maintaining the composition, structure and
processes that formed the major landscape
plant communities on those LTas where they
occurred prior to the large scale logging of
the early 1900s. Rare and unique natural
plant communities embedded within these
landscapes would benefit from management
activities. The predominant silvicultural sys-
tem is even-aged management. All perennial
and intermittent streams receive a minimum
buffer of 100 feet on each side of the stream
channel to protect water quality, riparian
areas, and aquatic and streamside habitats.
Management Area 3 contains 6 sub-manage-
ment areas:

Sub-management Area 3BL

Emphasis would be on restoring native fire-
dependent longleaf pine communities in
an intermediate time period while provid-
ing a moderate level of protection to other
resources. Prescribed fire is applied every
2-5years, with increased emphasis on grow-
ing season burns. The rotation age is 70
yearsforall pine and pine-hardwood stands,
100 years for hardwood-pine and upland
hardwood stands, and 120 years for bot-
tomland hardwood stands. The primary
regeneration method is clearcutting, with
openings up to 80 acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 3BS

Emphasis would be on restoring native short-
leaf pine / oak-hickory communities in an
intermediate time period while providing a
moderate level of protection of other re-
sources. Prescribed fire is applied every 7-10
years. The rotation age is 70 years for all pine
and pine-hardwood stands, 100 years for
hardwood-pine and upland hardwood stands,
and 120 years for bottomland hardwood
stands. The primary regeneration method is
clearcutting, with openings up to 80 acres
allowed.

Sub-management Area 3BM

Emphasis would be on restoring native mixed
hardwood-loblolly pine communities in an
intermediate time period while providing a
moderate level of protection of other re-

sources. Prescribedfireis applied every 15-20
years. The rotation age is 70 years for all pine
and pine-hardwood stands, 100 years for
hardwood-pine and upland hardwood stands,
and 120 years for bottomland hardwood
stands. The primary regeneration method is
clearcutting, with openings up to 80 acres
allowed.

Sub-management Area 3CL

Emphasis would be on restoring native, fire
dependent longleaf pine communities in an
extended time period while providing a
moderate to maximum level of protection of
other resources. Prescribed fire is applied
every 2-5 years, with increased emphasis on
growing season burns. The rotation age is
100 years for all pine and pine-hardwood
stands, 130 years for hardwood-pine and
upland hardwood stands, and 150 years for
bottomland hardwood stands. The primary
regeneration method is clearcutting, with
openings up to 40 acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 3CS

Emphasis would be on restoring native short-
leaf pine / oak-hickory communities in an
extended time period while providing a
moderate to maximum level of protection of
other resources. Prescribed fire is applied
every 7-10 years. The rotation age is 100
years for all pine and pine-hardwood stands,
130 years for hardwood-pine and upland
hardwood stands, and 150 years for bot-
tomland hardwood stands. The primary re-
generation method is clearcutting, with
openings up to 40 acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 3CM

Emphasis would be on restoring native mixed
hardwood-loblolly pine communities in an
extended time period while providing a
moderate to maximum level of protection of
other resources. Prescribed fire is applied
every 15-20 years. The rotation age is 100
years for all pine and pine-hardwood stands,
130 years for hardwood-pine and upland
hardwood stands, and 150 years for bot-
tomland hardwood stands. The primary re-
generation method is clearcutting, with
openings up to 40 acres allowed.
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MANAGEMENT AREA 4 —
RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER
HABITAT AND AMENITY VALUES

Overall emphasis would be on managing
Red-cockaded Woodpecker (rcw) habitat to
achieve established population objectives.
Forest management practices and activities
would focus on protecting, maintaining or
enhancing amenity values, such as recre-
ation, visual quality, plant and wildlife habi-
tats. The area would offer the highest level of
recreational opportunities and experiences in
a relatively undisturbed or natural setting.
There would be no sustained production of
forest products, although some cutting of
trees would be allowed to improve overall
stand characteristics foramenity reasons or to
salvage or control large natural mortality
events such as wildfire, windthrow, or south-
ern pine beetle. Commodity outputs would
be considered as secondary and occur as by-
products of management practices. No silvi-
cultural system is applied, and no rotation
ages are set. The regeneration methods of
group and single-tree selection are allowed to
meet specific amenity resource objectives,
especially to produce and maintain rcw habi-
tat. All perennial and intermittent streams
receive a minimum buffer of 100 feet on each
side of the stream channel to protect water
quality, riparian areas, and aquatic and stream-
side habitats. Management Area 4 contains 3
sub-management areas:

Sub-management Area 4AL

Emphasis would be on managing for opti-
mal rew habitat and on protecting and en-
hancing non-market resources and values
associated with landscapes dominated by
longleaf pine, while allowing the highest
level of landscape-wide alteration. Prescribed
fire is applied every 2-5 years, with some
emphasis on growing season burns.

Sub-management Area 4AS

Emphasis would be on managing for suitable
rcw habitat and on protecting and enhancing
non-market resources and values associated
with landscapes dominated by shortleaf pine
/ oak-hickory, while allowing the highest level
of landscape-wide alteration. Prescribed fire
is applied every 5-10 years.

Sub-management Area 4AM

Emphasis would be to manage rcw habitat
and to protect and enhance non-market re-
sources and values associated with landscapes
dominated by mixed hardwood-loblolly pine,
while allowing the highest level of landscape-
wide alteration. Prescribed fire is applied ev-
ery 10-15 years, to maintain or improve rcw
habitat conditions where possible.

MANAGEMENT AREA 5 —
RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER AND
NATIVE COMMUNITY RESTORATION

Overall emphasis would be on managing rcw
habitat to achieve established population ob-
jectives. Forest management activities and
practices would be focused on restoring and
maintaining the composition, structure, and
processes that formed major landscape plant
communities on those Ltas where they oc-
curred prior to the large scale logging of the
early 1900s. Rare and unique natural plant
communities embedded within these land-
scapes would benefit from management ac-
tivities. The predominant silvicultural system is
even-aged management. All perennial and
intermittent streams receive a minimum buffer
of 100 feet on each side of the stream channel
to protect water quality, riparian areas, and
aquaticand streamside habitats. Management
Area 5 contains 3 sub-management areas:

Sub-management Area 5CL

Emphasis would be on managing for opti-
mal rew habitat and on restoring native fire-
dependent longleaf pine communities for
an extended period while protecting other
resources at a moderate-to-maximum level.
Rotation age for longleaf pine and pine-
hardwood stands is 120 years; 130 years for
hardwood-pine and upland hardwood
stands; and 150 years for bottomland hard-
wood stands. Prescribed fire is applied every
2-5years, with increased emphasis on grow-
ing season burns. The primary regeneration
method is clearcutting with reserves, with
openings up to 40 acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 5CS

Emphasis would be on managing for suitable
rRcw habitat and on restoring native shortleaf
pine / oak-hickory communities in an ex-
tended time period while providing a moder-

MANAGEMENT AREA 4 —
RED-COCKADED
WOODPECKER

HABITAT AND AMENITY
VALUES

MANAGEMENT AREA 5 —
RED-COCKADED
WOODPECKER AND
NATIVE COMMUNITY
RESTORATIONMANAGEMENT
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AREA 6 —
RED-COCKADED
WOODPECKER AND
WILDLIFE HABITATS

MANAGEMENT AREA 7 —
HARDWOODS

ate to maximum level of protection of other
resources. Rotation age for shortleaf pine and
pine-hardwood standsis 120 years, 130 years
for hardwood-pine and upland hardwood
stands, and 150 years for bottomland hard-
wood stands. Prescribed fire is applied every
5-10years. The primary regeneration method
is clearcutting with reserves, with openings
up to 25 acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 5CM

Emphasis would be on managing rcw habi-
tat and on restoring native mixed hard-
wood-loblolly pine communities for an ex-
tended period while protecting other re-
sources at a moderate-to-maximum level.
Rotation age for loblolly pine and pine-
hardwood stands is 100 years; 130 years for
hardwood-pine and upland hardwood
stands; and 150 years for bottomland hard-
wood stands. Prescribed fire is applied every
10-15 years, to maintain or improve rcw
habitat conditions wherever possible. The
primary regeneration method is shelterwood
with reserves, with openings up to 25 acres
allowed.

MANAGEMENT AREA 6 —
RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER
AND WILDLIFE HABITATS

Overall emphasis would be on managing
rRcw habitat to achieve established popula-
tion objectives. Forest management activi-
ties and practices would focus on creating
and managing those habitat mosaics, condi-
tions and attributes most beneficial to indig-
enous wildlife communities. The predomi-
nant silvicultural system is even-aged man-
agement. All perennial and intermittent
streams receive a minimum buffer of 150
feet on each side of the stream channel to
protect water quality, riparian areas, and
aquatic and streamside habitats. Manage-
ment Area 6 contains 2 sub-management
areas:

Sub-management Area 6BL

Emphasis would be on managing for opti-
mal rcw habitat and on producing high
quality wildlife habitats within open, fre-
quently burned landscapes. Other resources
would be provided a moderate to maximum
level of protection. The rotation age for
longleaf pine and pine-hardwood stands is

120 years, 130 years for hardwood-pine and
upland hardwood stands, and 150 years for
bottomland hardwood stands. Prescribed
fireisapplied every 2-5 years, with increased
emphasis on growing season burns. The
primary regeneration methods are clearcut-
ting with reserves, with openings up to 40
acres; and shelterwood with reserves, with
openings up to 25 acres.

Sub-management Area 6BS

Emphasis would be on managing for suit-
able rcw habitat and on producing high
quality wildlife habitats within mixed pine-
hardwood landscapes. Other resources
would be provided a moderate to maximum
level of protection. The rotation age for
shortleaf pine and pine-hardwood stands is
120 years, 130 years for hardwood-pine and
upland hardwood stands, and 150 years for
bottomland hardwood stands. Prescribed
fire is applied every 5-10 years. The primary
regeneration methods are clearcutting with
reserves and shelterwood with reserves, with
openings up to 25 acres allowed.

MANAGEMENT AREA 7 —
HARDWOODS

Overall emphasis would be on providing
high levels of hardwood composition, fea-
turing hard mast producers. The primary
focus of forest practices and activities would
be on improving the composition of hard-
woods in all forested stands. A large major-
ity of the area would be managed as hard-
wood or mixed stands of hardwoods and
pines. Those wildlife species that are associ-
ated with habitats containing an increased
component of hardwood, especially hard
mast producers, would benefit from this
management strategy. The predominant
silvicultural system is even-aged manage-
ment. The rotation age for all pine and
pine-hardwood stands is 100 years, 130
years for all mixed hardwood-pine and up-
land hardwood stands, and 150 years for
bottomland hardwood stands. The primary
regeneration method is shelterwood with
reserves, with openings up to 25 acres
allowed. Prescribed fire is rarely applied
and limited in extent. All perennial and
intermittent streams receive a minimum
buffer of 100 feet on each side of the stream
channel to protect water quality, riparian
areas, and aquatic and streamside habitats.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT



KISATCHIE NATIONAL

FOREST

CHAPTER 2

MANAGEMENT AREA 8 —
WILDLIFE HABITATS

Overall emphasis would be on providing a
wide range of favorable habitats for all native
and desirable nonnative wildlife. Forest man-
agement activities and practices would fo-
cus on creating and managing those habitat
mosaics, conditions and attributes most ben-
eficial to indigenous wildlife communities.
The predominantsilvicultural system s even-
aged management. The rotation age for all
pine and pine-hardwood standsis 100 years,
130 years for all mixed hardwood-pine and
upland hardwood stands, and 150 years for
bottomland hardwood stands. All perennial
and intermittent streams receive aminimum
buffer of 150 feet on each side of the stream
channel to protect water quality, riparian
areas, and aquatic and streamside habitats.
Management Area 8 contains 4 sub-man-
agement areas:

Sub-management Area 8BL

Emphasis would be on producing high qual-
ity wildlife habitats created within open, fre-
quently burned landscapes. Other resources
would be provided a moderate-to-maximum
level of protection. Prescribed fire is applied
every 2-5 years, with increased emphasis on
growing season burns. The primary regen-
eration methods are clearcutting with re-
serves and shelterwood, with openings up to
25 acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 8BS

Emphasis would be on producing high qual-
ity wildlife habitats created within mixed
pine-hardwood landscapes. Otherresources
would be provided a moderate-to-maximum
level of protection. Prescribed fire is applied
every 7-10 years. The primary regeneration
methods are clearcutting with reserves and
shelterwood, with openings up to 25 acres
allowed.

Sub-management Area 8BM

Emphasis would be on producing high qual-
ity wildlife habitats created within mixed
hardwood-pine landscapes. Otherresources
would be provided a moderate to maximum
level of protection. Prescribed fire is applied
every 15-20 years. The primary regenera-

tion methods are clearcutting with reserves
and shelterwood, with openings up to 25
acres allowed.

Sub-management Area 8C

Emphasis would be on producing a mixture
of high-quality wildlife habitats. Other re-
sources would be given a moderate-to-maxi-
mum level of protection. Prescribed fire is
applied to pine or pine-hardwood stands
every 5-10 years to maintain or improve
wildlife habitat conditions. The primary re-
generation methods are seed-tree and shel-
terwood, with openings up to 40 acres al-
lowed.

MANAGEMENT AREA 9 —
MILITARY INTENSIVE USE

Overall military intensive use emphasis would
be on small arms firing ranges, tank firing
ranges, artillery range impact areas, bombing
range, maneuver areas, and other related
military facilities. This management area con-
sists of Fort Polk and Peason Ridge Military
Intensive Use Areas and the Claiborne U.S. Air
Force Bombing and Gunnery Range. The
Forest Service role would be secondary to
military activities. In coordination with the
military, forest management practices and
activities would focus on allowing near-nor-
mal operations and on protecting and main-
taining basic resource values to limit off-site
impacts. Recreation opportunities would be
limited by the needs and scheduling of the
military. Hunting use may occur on a case-by-
case basis. There would be no sustained
production of timber products, but silvicul-
tural practices may be carried out for stand
health, regeneration, habitat improvement,
or salvage purposes. Management Area 9
contains 2 sub-management areas:

Sub-management Area 9DL

Emphasis would be on managing rew habitat
and on producing the highest quality wildlife
habitats created within open, frequently
burned longleaf pine landscapes. Manage-
ment activities would only be accomplished
in coordination with the military.

MANAGEMENT AREA 8 —
WILDLIFE HABITATS

MANAGEMENT AREA 9 —
MILITARY INTENSIVE USE
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MANAGEMENT AREA 10 —
NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERS

Sub-management Area 9E

Emphasis would be on producing and sus-
taining a mixture of commodity outputs.
Management activities would only be ac-
complished in coordination with the military.

MANAGEMENT AREA 10 —
NATIONAL SCENIC RIVERS

Overall emphasis would be to provide a
variety of recreational and other public uses.
Forest management activities and practices
would focus on protecting and enhancing
the values for which a river was designated
as a National Scenic River. Management

Sub-management Area 11DL

Emphasis would be on managing for opti-
mal rew habitat. Forest management prac-
tices and activities would be focused on
creating and managing those habitat mosa-
ics, conditions and attributes most benefi-
cial to the wildlife communities reliant upon
open, frequently burned longleaf pine land-
scapes. The rotation age for longleaf pine
and pine-hardwood stands is 120 years, 150
years for hardwood-pine and upland hard-
wood stands, and 170 years for bottomland
hardwood stands. Prescribed fire is applied
every 2-5 years, with increased emphasis on
growing season burns.

MANAGEMENT AREA 11 — Area 10 contains 2 sub-management areas:
NATIONAL WILDLIFE Sub-management Area 11DS
MANAGEMENT PRESERVES Sub-management Area 10DM
Emphasis would be on managing for suitable
Emphasis would be on managing the na-  rcwhabitat. Forest management practicesand
tional scenic river and corridor while protect-  activities would focus on creating and manag-
ing some areas of marginal rcw habitat. ing habitat mosaics, conditions, and attributes
most beneficial to wildlife communities that
Sub-management Area 10EM rely on shortleaf pine / oak-hickory landscapes.
Stand rotation age for shortleaf pine and pine-
Emphasis would be on managing the na- hardwood is 120 years, 150 years for hard-
tional scenic river and corridor. wood-pine and upland hardwood, and 170
years for bottomland hardwood. Prescribed
MANAGEMENT AREA 11 — fire is applied every 5-10 years.
NATIONAL WILDLIFE
MANAGEMENT PRESERVES Sub-management Area 11DM
Overall emphasis would be on managing Emphasis would be on managing rcw habi-
wildlife habitats and providing dispersed tat. Forest management practices and activi-
recreation opportunitiesin the National Cata-  ties would focus on creating and managing
houla and Red Dirt Wildlife Management those habitat mosaics, conditions, and at-
Preserves. Forest management activities and tributes most beneficial to the wildlife com-
practices would be focused on creating and munities that rely on mixed hardwood-loblolly
managing those habitat mosaics, conditions pinelandscapes. Stand rotation age for loblolly
and attributes most beneficial to native wild- pine and pine-hardwood is 100 years, 150
life communities and to provide conditions  years for hardwood-pine and upland hard-
which sustain healthy, huntable populations ~ wood, and 170 years for bottomland hard-
of indigenous game species. The predomi-  wood. Prescribed fire is applied every 10-15
nant silvicultural system is even-aged man-  years, to maintain or improve rcw habitat
agement. The primary regeneration meth-  conditions wherever possible.
ods are clearcutting with reserves and shel-
terwood, with openings up to 25 acres al-
lowed. All perennial and intermittent streams
receive a minimum buffer of 150 feet on
each side of the stream channel to protect
water quality, riparian areas, and aquatic
and streamside habitats. Management Area
11 contains 4 sub-management areas:
2-10 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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Sub-management Area 11E

Emphasis would be on providing the highest
levels of hardwood stands and mixed stands
of hardwoods and pines. Featured hardwoods
would be those which produce hard mast.
Stand rotation age for pine-hardwood is 100
years, 150 years for mixed hardwood-pine
and upland hardwood, and 170 years for
bottomland hardwood. Prescribedfireisrarely
applied and limited in extent.

MANAGEMENT AREA 12 —
PALUSTRIS EXPERIMENTAL FOREST

Overall emphasis would be on conducting
research to improve southern pine regen-
eration through improved growth and yield
procedures and other forest management
techniques which enhance values of water,
timber, and related forest resources. There
would be no sustained production of timber
products, however, silvicultural practices may
be carried out for experimental purposes,
stand health, regeneration or salvage pur-
poses. Management Area 12 contains 2 sub-
management areas:

Sub-management Area 12D

Emphasis would be on continuing research
activities for southern pine forests while
managing rcw habitat.

Sub-management Area 12E

Emphasis would be on continuing research
activities for southern pine forests.

MANAGEMENT AREA 13 —
KISATCHIE HILLS WILDERNESS

Overall emphasis would be on maintaining
and protecting the enduring resource of
wilderness as one of the Forest’s multiple uses
while providing a wide range of wildlife and
planthabitats. The wilderness characterwould
be perpetuated to provide for public values
such as opportunities for scientific study,
education, solitude, physical and mental chal-
lenge, and primitive recreation experiences.

MANAGEMENT AREA 12 —
PALUSTRIS EXPERIMENTAL
FORESTMANAGEMENT

AREA 13 —
KISATCHIE HILLS
WILDERNESS
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RANGE OF
ALTERNATIVES

USE OF
BENCHMARKS

ESTABLISHING
A RANGE OF
ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVES
ELIMINATED
FROM FURTHER
DETAILED STUDY

MAXIMUM SUSTAINABLE
ANNUAL REVENUE

RANGE OF
ALTERNATIVES

USE OF BENCHMARKS

Benchmark analysis defines the range within
which alternatives can be constructed [36 cFr
219.12 (¢) (1)]. Benchmarks display physical,
ecological, and technical capabilities. They
are not limited by Forest Service policy or
budget, discretionary constraints, or spatial
feasibility. Benchmarks are physically and tech-
nically implementable, but may not be op-
erationally feasible. They are not alternatives
in one sense because they do not provide a
total integrated program of management.
Benchmarks provide reference pointsfor com-
paring alternatives. Appendix B discusses each
benchmark modeled.

ESTABLISHING A
RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA)
requires the development and analysis of a
broad range of reasonable alternatives re-
sponding toissues, concerns and opportuni-
ties identified during the forest planning
process. Physical characteristics, laws, regu-
lation and policy limit the range of alterna-
tives. Preexisting conditions and / or land
allocations may also affect the ability to
resolve multiple issues on those land areas.
For a variety of reasons several relatively
large Forest areas were previously recog-
nized and established. The 1985 Forest Plan
allocated them to separate management
areas, which are brought forward into this
Forest Plan revision process. They are:

Kisatchie Hills Wilderness

The Saline Bayou National Scenic River
and its corridor

Military intensive use areas
Palustris Experimental Forest

National Catahoula and Red Dirt Wildlife
Management Preserves

The Final Environmental Impact Statement
for the Management of the Red-cockaded
Woodpecker and its Habitat on National For-
estsin the Southern Region (rcw reis) provided
new regional long-term direction for the

management of this bird and its habitat. It
also established five tentative habitat man-
agement areas (Hma) on the Forest. Only
those prc statements compatible with the
management requirements of the rcw Feis
were available for allocation within Hwmas.
Although the emphasis within a particular
HMA varied by alternative, the ability of these
areas to respond to some issues was limited.
All alternatives comply with regional rcw
direction.

A broad range of reasonable alternatives
has been considered in this document, based
on the following criteria:

Alternatives are distributed between mini-
mum and maximum benchmarks.

Alternatives respond to issues and con-
cerns raised during the planning process.

Alternatives respond to regional manage-
ment direction.

Avariety of management practices would
be applied in the various alternatives.

A range of outputs would be produced
between alternatives.

ALTERNATIVES
ELIMINATED FROM
FURTHER DETAILED STUDY

Eleven alternatives were considered during
the analysis process. Four were eliminated
from detailed study. The following briefly
describes each of those and discusses the
reason for its elimination.

MAXIMUM SUSTAINABLE
ANNUAL REVENUE

This alternative would maximize the sustain-
able annual revenue from all sources of goods
and services provided from the Forest.

Reason for elimination

Although NFvA requires a forest plan to use a
cost effective approach to managing a na-
tional forest, it also requires managing for
multiple resources, not just commodity re-
sources. This alternative was eliminated from
further detailed study because it did not
adequately respond to the 13 significant
issues raised during the planning process.
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Regulations require that each national forest
develop benchmarks in order to show com-
parisons with alternatives. Maximizing sus-
tainable annual revenue was evaluated as a
benchmark and is portrayed in Appendix B.

MAXIMUM BIOLOGICAL
FOR TIMBER PRODUCTION

This alternative would produce timber to the
maximum biological potential of the land.

Reason for elimination

The NFVA requires that forest plans manage
for multiple resources, not just commodity
resources. This alternative was eliminated
from further detailed study because it did
not adequately respond to the 13 significant
issues raised during the planning process.
Regulations require that each national forest
develop benchmarks in order to show com-
parisons with alternatives. Maximizing bio-
logical potential for timber production was
evaluated as a benchmark and is portrayed
in Appendix B.

AN ALTERNATIVE BASED
ON THE 1985 REGIONAL
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT HANDBOOK

Management for the rcw in this alternative
would be based on direction from the 1985
Regional Wildlife Management Handbook.

Reason for elimination

Direction in the 1985 Regional Wildlife Man-
agement Handbook has been superceded by
new regional direction. An alternative that
evaluates effects under the old direction
would not be a viable choice for manage-
ment of the Forest. Although this informa-
tion may be of interest as a means of com-
parison, it is not required by NerA or NFMA.
Implementation of this alternative would
violate law and does not represent a no
action alternative or a NFMA benchmark.

As stated in the Record of Decision for
Management of the Red-cockaded Woodpecker
and its Habitat on National Forests in the
Southern Region, the U.S. Fish & Wildlife
Service—inaMay 19, 1995 letter of concur-
rence on the alternatives — rendered a
determination that using 1985 handbook
direction as a long-term strategy for manag-
ing rew habitat would jeopardize viability of
the species.

A FOREST AND RANGELAND
RENEWABLE RESOURCES PLANNING
ACT (RPA) ALTERNATIVE BASED ON
REGIONAL GUIDE RESOURCE OBJECTIVES

This alternative would respond to and incor-
porate the rPA program tentative resource
objectives for each national forest as dis-
played in the regional guide.

Reason for elimination

At the current time there are no regional
guide objectives stated for individual re-
sources. The rpa program provided policy
and program guidance instead of resource
production targets for individual adminis-
trative regions (UsDA, 1990). The strategic em-
phasis of the rrA program was used in the
development of goals and objectives for
each of the action alternatives being evalu-
ated in this reis.

MAXIMUM BIOLOGICAL
FOR TIMBER
PRODUCTION

AN ALTERNATIVE BASED
ON THE 1985 REGIONAL
WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

HANDBOOK

A FOREST AND
RANGELAND
RENEWABLE RESOURCES
PLANNING ACT
ALTERNATIVE BASED
ON REGIONAL GUIDE
RESOURCE OBIJECTIVES
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ALTERNATIVES
CONSIDERED IN
DETAIL

INTRODUCTION

DIRECTION
COMMON

TO ALL ACTION
ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVES
CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

INTRODUCTION

Seven alternatives are considered in detail,
including no action, which would continue
management under the 1985 Forest Plan as
amended. Six action alternatives were de-
veloped in response to issues and concerns
identified during the planning process.

Each alternative combines land alloca-
tions, management practices, and activity
schedules which when implemented would
resultin a unique set of resource outputs and
environmental consequences. Each alterna-
tive was designed to be fully implementable
and achievable.

DIRECTION COMMON TO
ALL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

All action alternatives represent the ecosys-
tem management philosophy, a concept that
has grown and evolved for several years. This
approach fully incorporates existing ecologi-
cal principles into all resource management
strategies and activities. It is the appropriate
next step in the evolution of sustainable re-
source management (Sexton, 1995).

The ecosystem approach is a method for
sustaining or restoring natural systems and
their functions and values. It is goal driven
and based on a collaboratively developed
vision of desired future conditions that inte-
grates ecological, economic, and social fac-
tors. Itis applied within a geographic frame-
work defined primarily by ecological bound-
aries. The goal of the ecosystem approach is
to restore and sustain the health, productiv-
ity, and biological diversity of ecosystems
and the overall quality of life through a
natural resource managementapproach that
fully meets human wants, needs, and values
(Interagency Ecosystem Management Task Force, 1995).

This requires integrating and evaluating
the physical, biological, and human dimen-
sions of ecosystems at a variety of scales. See
figure 2-2. Development and use of the
national hierarchy provides a physical and
biological foundation for taking a more eco-
logical approach to natural resource steward-
ship and management, and allows for mak-
ing more ecologically informed decisions.

All alternatives comply fully with appli-
cable laws, regulation and policies. All alter-
natives meet the management requirements
of the National Forest Management Act at 36
cFr219.27 for resource protection, vegetative
manipulation, silvicultural practices, even-
aged management, riparian area manage-
ment, soil and water conservation, and main-
tenance of biological diversity. All alterna-
tives incorporate the strategic emphasis of
the 1990 RPA Program.

Although the management approach,
intensity, extent or output levels of indi-
vidual resource areas may vary by alterna-
tive, all action alternatives address the fol-
lowing Forestwide goals:

Ensure that healthy, sustainable forest
ecosystems would endure for future gen-
erations by managing with the highest
standards of stewardship. All alternatives
protect or conserve basic soil, water, air,
and land resources, and incorporate inte-
grated pest management principles.

Manage to provide for a variety of life by
maintaining biologically diverse ecosys-
tems and viable populations of all native
and desirable nonnative plant, wildlife,
fish and aquatic species. All alternatives
conserve threatened, endangered, andrare
species; restore and maintain ecosystems
and ecological processes; identify and
manage old-growth forests; and protect
riparian and streamside habitat areas.

2-14
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Contribute to local community stability Manage to protect and perpetuate natu-
by providing an even flow of commodity ral and cultural values associated with
resources in an environmentally accept- unique, rare, or irreplaceable resources.
able manner. All alternatives allow for All alternatives recognize and protect
timber harvest to meet multiple-use goals historical areas, cultural sites, and areas
and provide for stand regeneration; a which are of special interest because of
limited amount of domestic livestock graz- unique geological, botanical, or zoo-
ing; and provide a transportation system logical features.
to meet multiple-use goals. All alterna-
tives promote rural development and Allow for the application of vegetation
human resource programs. management activities and treatments
best suited to achieve a mixture of desired
Provide for scenic quality and outdoor future conditions or to mimic natural
experiences which respond to the needs processes. All alternatives permit the
of forest users and local communities. All implementation and use of a variety of
alternatives provide access to a wide vari- silvicultural systems, regeneration meth-
ety of recreational opportunities and fa- ods, prescribed fire applications, and veg-
cilities. etation management treatments needed

to achieve objectives.

FIGURE 2—-2, ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT AS A
MEANS FOR SUSTAINING ECOSYSTEMS

Sustainable
Ecosystems

At Multiple
Scales

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 2-15



CHAPTER 2

KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST

Monitor to provide feedback regarding
progress towards the accomplishment of
Forest goals and objectives; adapt man-
agement according to new information.

Promote collaboration between re-
searchers and land managers to incor-
porate new technologies, information,
and scientific methods into the deci-
sion-making process.

Promote cooperation and coordination
with other federal and state agencies,
Native American tribes, organizations, and
individuals. All alternatives actively seek
public involvement during project plan-
ning, implementation and monitoring.

Forestwide standards and guidelines re-
quire specific resource protection measures
to be used during the implementation of
project activities and must be met in all
situations regardless of which management
prescription is used. In addition to those
unique to the Kisatchie National Forest,
Forestwide standards and guidelines incor-
porate the management direction and stan-
dards and guidelines included in:

The Final Environmental Impact Statement
(reis) and Record of Decision (rob) for Sup-
pression of Southern Pine Beetle, April 1987,
as amended.

The reis and rop for Vegetation Manage-
ment in the Coastal Plain/Piedmont, Janu-
ary 1989, as amended.

The reis and rop for the Management of
the Red-cockaded Woodpecker and its Habi-
tat on National Forests in the Southern
Region, June 1995.

Forestwide standards and guidelines do
not vary by alternative. They can be found in
Chapter 2 of the revised Forest Plan.
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INDIVIDUAL
ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTIONS

The following material highlights each alter-
native considered in detail. Each alternative
is described in three parts:

The alternative theme portion — giving
the core philosophy used to develop that
alternative.

The distinguishing features portion — sum-
marizing the amount or extent of man-
agement emphasis which characterizes
each alternative.

The management area portion — display-
ing the land allocated to each manage-
ment area and sub-management area.

ALTERNATIVE A
Alternative theme

The no action Alternative represents imple-
mentation of the Forest’s 1985 Forest Plan, as
amended, with an emphasis on the restora-
tion of longleaf, shortleaf, or other desirable
native pine species within tentative red-cock-
aded woodpecker (Rcw) habitat management
areas (Hmas). It serves as a basis for compari-
son with the other alternatives. Under Alter-
native A, the Forest would be intensively
managed to provide a moderate output of
commodity resources and a moderately high
output of non-commodity benefits.

Distinguishing features
Minerals management

All federal lands except Kisatchie Hills Wil-
derness is available for leasing. A No Surface
Occupancy (Nso) lease stipulation would be
required on all leases involving areas in the
following categories where the area to be
protected is larger than 40 acres: adminis-
trative sites, Research Natural Areas, State
Registry Natural Areas, Special Interest Ar-
eas, the Johnson Tract experimental forest,
the Air Force Bombing and Gunnery Range,
the Breezy Hill No-Entry Area, the Breezy Hill
No-Ground-Penetration area, scenic areas,

the Saline Bayou National Scenic River Cor-
ridor, cultural resource sites, the Stuart Seed
Orchard, jurisdictional wetlands, and devel-
oped recreation areas.

Prescribed fire

Prescribed fire is annually applied on up to
80,000 acres to achieve multiple resource
management objectives.

Range

Approximately 140,000 acres are identified
as available for domestic livestock grazing.

Recreation

The recreation management program is fo-
cused on providing a wide range of devel-
oped and dispersed recreation opportunities.
Fee and non-fee areas are emphasized equally.

An estimated 85 percent of the Forest
would be open to off-road vehicles (orv);
and 15 percent would be closed year-round,
during a specified season, or because of
military use.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker
(RCW) management

Management of the rcw is based on the
direction in the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (reis) and Record of Decision (rRob)
for the Management of the Red-cockaded
Woodpecker and Its Habitat on National For-
ests in the Southern Region, June 1995. Ap-
proximately 303,000 acres of pine and pine-
hardwood stands within the tentative Hma
boundaries would be managed to meet
Forest rcw population objectives.

Currently 240,000 acres of pine and pine-
hardwood stands within the tentative Hmas
are within 374 mile of rcw clusters.

Special interest areas (SIA)
and research natural areas (RNA)

Two scenic sias are currently designated —
Longleaf and Castor Creek. Cunningham
Brake and Bayou Boeuf are designated rnas.

INDIVIDUAL
ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTIONS

ALTERNATIVE A
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Timber production

The average annual allowable sale quantity
(AsQ) is 14.1 million cubic feet (mmcr). About
505,000 acres are identified as suitable for
timber production.

Vegetation management

The even-aged silvicultural system is used,
except where rcw management direction
precludes it. In existing longleaf pine stands
within the Hmas, approximately 37,000 acres
of existing scattered longleaf stands could
be managed using the uneven-aged system
on lands suitable for timber production.

No old-growth forest patches are desig-
nated, but approximately 68,000 forested
acres containing attributes characteristic of
unmanaged old growth exist on lands con-
sidered not appropriate for timber produc-
tion.

Wild and scenic rivers

Saline Bayou is managed as a national sce-
nic river.

Wilderness

All wildfires in the Kisatchie Hills Wilderness
are suppressed. Management-ignited pre-
scribed fire is not allowed.

The Kisatchie Hills Wilderness is excluded
from the tentative rcw habitat management
areas (HMA). No active habitat management
occurs for existing rew cluster sites located
inside the Wilderness.

Management area allocation

Please see table 2-1, next page.
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TABLE 2-1, MANAGEMENT AREA ALLOCATION

Alternative A

Management Area Acres
1 Nonproductive land..........

2 Palustris Experimental Forest —————————

3 Research natural areas..........

4 Kisatchie Hills Wildemess

5 Physically not suited for timber production ...

6  Developed recreation areas

7 Stuart Seed Orchard .......... .

8 Fort Polk and Peason Ridge Intensive Military Use

9 U.S. Air Force Bombing and Gunnery Range

10 U.S. Air Force Bombing Range Safety Fan ..........

11 General forest area/ grazing ........ r—— 131,200
12 General forest area / no grazing .. 258,600
13 Kisatchie Sils ......... .. 15,800
14 BreezyH|I|/n0enry,WWIIamIIeryrange ........... 900
15 Breezy Hill / no ground penetration, WW Il arillery range / grazmg e ———— 11,400
16 Breezy Hill / no ground penetration, WW Il artillery range / no grazing ... e ————————— 5,900
17 Scenic areas ......... e — 300
18 Administrative Sites ......... . 100
19 Red- cockadedWoodpeckercolomesand recruitment stands ... e ————— 14,300
20 Aquatic and riparian areas ... ———————— . (85,300 )
21 Saline Bayou National Scenic River ... e ———————————— 5,800
22 Nonorest ......... s —— 13,000
23 Cultural resource Sies ......... r—— (600 )
24 National wildlife management preserves ... r— 70000*
Forest Total .......... e —— 603,700

Figure with asterisk does not include acres which overlap with Kisatchie Hills Wilderness. (XX) Acres not calculated into total.
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ALTERNATIVE B
Alternative theme

Alternative B places more emphasis on the
production of forest products. Less empha-
sis is placed on non-market values. The allo-
cation of compatible prcs to this alternative
theme was focused on providing moderate
levels of timber harvest while minimizing
costs.

Distinguishing features
Minerals management

All federal lands except Kisatchie Hills Wil-
derness would be available for leasing. A No
Surface Occupancy (nso) lease stipulation
would be required on all leases involving
areas in the following categories where the
area to be protected is larger than 40 acres:
administrative sites, Research Natural Areas,
State Registry Natural Areas, Special Interest
Areas, the Johnson Tract experimental for-
est, the Air Force Bombing and Gunnery
Range, the Breezy Hill No-Entry Area, scenic
areas, the Saline Bayou National Scenic River
Corridor, cultural resource sites, the Stuart
Seed Orchard, jurisdictional wetlands, and
developed recreation areas. A moderately
restrictive Controlled Surface Use (csu2) stipu-
lation would be applied to the Breezy Hill
No-Ground-Penetration area and all Stream-
side Habitat Protection Zones (sHpzs) and
Riparian Area Protection Zones (rRAPzs) on
the rest of the Forest.

Prescribed fire

Prescribed fire would be annually applied on
up to 96,000 acres to achieve multiple re-
source objectives.

Range

About 86,000 acres would be identified as
available for domestic livestock grazing.

Recreation

The recreation management program
would focus on reducing operation and
maintenance costs and producing revenues
through increased fees and additional des-
ignated fee areas.

An estimated 83 percent of the Forest
would be open to orvs; and 17 percent
would be closed year-round, during a speci-
fied season, or because of military use.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker
(RCW) management

Management of the rcw is based on direc-
tion in the reis and rob for the Management of
the rew and its Habitat on National Forests in
the Southern Region, June 1995.
Approximately 303,000 acres of pine and
pine-hardwood stands would be managed
to meet Forest rcw population objectives.

Special interest areas (SIA)
and research natural areas (RNA)

In addition to the Longleaf and Castor Creek
scenic sias, Cooter’s Bog, Kieffer Prairie, and
Whiskey Chitto areas would be designated as
botanical sias; and the Castor Creek Scenic sia
would be expanded.

No additional rnas would be designated.

Timber production

The average annual AsQ would be 11.9 mmcr.
About 345,000 acres would be identified as
suitable for timber production.

Vegetation management

Both even and uneven-aged silvicultural sys-
tems would be used. Approximately 21,000
acres would be managed in designated
patches at the landscape level on lands
suitable for timber production, using the
uneven-aged system.

Approximately 23,000 acres would be
designated and managed as old-growth for-
est patches, with allocation emphasis given
to areas not currently suitable for timber
production. An additional 213,000 forested
acres, containing attributes characteristic of
unmanaged old growth, exist on lands con-
sidered not appropriate for timber produc-
tion.

Wild and scenic rivers
Saline Bayou would continue to be managed

as a national scenic river. No other rivers
would be recommended for designation.
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TABLE 22, MANAGEMENT AND

SUB-MANAGEMENT AREA ALLOCATION

Alternative B

Management Area Sub-Management Area Acres
1 Forest products ... e 183,000
............................................................. (7,000)

.. (143,000)

(33,000)

2 AMENIY VAIUS oo 16,000
............. 0

............................................................ (8,000)

......... 0

............................................................. (8,000)

3 Native community restoration ... e ———— 0
4 RCW /amenity ValUes v...vvvsvssrssonsren r——— .0
5 RCW/native community restoration ... r—— total 273,000
O R (247,000)

5CS... . (13,000)

5CM ... o (13,000)

6 RCW/wildlife NADIALS .o R .0
7 Hardwoods ............. ——— R 0
8 Wildlife habitats ... e ——— .0
9 Military INtenSIVE USE .vvvvsvsvsensmsssrsssrssmsmssssns . fotal 40,000
DL o . (39,500)

................................................................ (500)

10 National scenic rivers......... e 5,800
(2,800)

(3,000)

11 National wildlife management preserves ... . 70,000
1L (29,000)

LIDS s (12,000)

LIDM s (7,000)

LE i . (22,000)

12 Palustris Experimental Forest ... total 7,200
12D e —— (2,600)

12 o (4,600)

13 Kisatchie Hills Wilderness ... S fotal 8,700
13 s (8,700)

Total Forest Acres .......... R ...603,700

Wilderness
Management area allocation
No additional wilderness would be designated.

All wilderness wildfires would be sup-
pressed. Management-ignited prescribedfire
would not be allowed.

The Kisatchie Hills Wilderness would be
excluded from an rew HMA. No active habitat
management would occur for existing row
cluster sites located inside the Wilderness.

Please see table 2-2, above.
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ALTERNATIVE C
Alternative theme

Alternative C emphasizes the enhancement
of non-commodity or amenity values, such
as recreation, visual quality, and plant and
wildlife habitats. The allocation of compat-
ible prcs to this alternative theme focused on
providing a wide range of recreational op-
portunities, scenic quality, and a mixture of
plant and wildlife habitats. Timber outputs
would be produced, but at a relatively low
level.

Distinguishing features
Minerals management

All federal lands on the Forest would be
withdrawn from leasing as existing leases
expire.

Prescribed fire

Prescribed fire would be annually applied on
up to 101,000 acres to achieve multiple
resource objectives.

Range

About 86,000 acres would be identified as
available for domestic livestock grazing.

Recreation

A high priority would be given to enhancing
the quality and quantity of both developed
and dispersed recreation opportunities and
to protecting and enhancing scenic resources
on the Forest.

An estimated 83 percent of the Forest
would be open to orvs; and 17 percent
would be closed year-round, during a speci-
fied season, or because of military use.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker
(RCW) management

Management of the rcw is based on direc-
tion in the reis and rob for the Management of
the rew and its Habitat on National Forests in
the Southern Region, June 1995.
Approximately 303,000 acres of pine and
pine-hardwood stands would be managed
to meet Forest rcw population objectives.

Special interest areas (SIA)
and research natural areas (RNA)

In addition to the Longleaf and Castor Creek
scenic sias, the Wild Azalea Seep, and Kieffer
Prairie areas would be designated as botanical
sias; the Malaudos Glen area would be desig-
nated as a scenic sia; and the Castor Creek
Scenic sia would be expanded.

The Cooters Bog, Drakes Creek, Whiskey
Chitto, and Fleming Glade areas would be
designated as rNAs.

Timber production

The average annual AsQ would be 3.0 mmcr.
About 100,000 acres would be identified as
suitable for timber production.

Vegetation management

Both even and uneven-aged silvicultural sys-
temswould be used. About 8,000 acres would
be managed in designated patches at the
landscape level on lands suitable for timber
production, using the uneven-aged system.

Approximately 164,000 acres would be
designated and managed as old-growth for-
est patches, with allocation emphasis given
torepresentation of pre-European settlement
vegetation patterns. An additional 364,000
forested acres, containing attributes charac-
teristic of unmanaged old growth, exist on
lands considered not appropriate for timber
production.

Wild and scenic rivers

Saline Bayou would continue to be man-
aged as a national scenic river. Kisatchie
Bayou would be recommended for national
scenic river designation.

Wilderness

No additional wilderness would be designated.

Lightning-caused fires would be allowed to
burnif prescribed conditions are met. All other
wildfires would be suppressed. Management-
ignited prescribed fire would not be allowed.

Kisatchie Hills Wilderness would be ex-
cluded from an rcw HMA. Use of hand tools
would be allowed to maintain habitat condi-
tions for active cluster sites in the wilderness.
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TABLE 2-3, MANAGEMENT AND

SUB-MANAGEMENT AREA ALLOCATION

Alternative C

Management Area Sub-Management Area Acres
1 Forest products ... e .. total 35,000
LA s, 0
1B s, 0
10 s, (35,000)
2 Amenity values.......... r——— r—— total 122,000
2AL o . (15,000)

2. - (17,000)

3 Native community restoration ...

4 RCW /amenity ValUes v..vvvsvssrsnsssren
(9,000)
(8,000)
5 RCW/native community restoration ... e total 68,000
O — . (57,000)
BCS s (4,000)
BCM oo (7,000)
6 RCW/ Wildlife NADIALS w.vvvvesvesssssssrssssssssssssnssnssins s 0
7 Hardwoods ................ e —— total 10,000
T s (10,000)
8 Wildlife habitats ... e .. total 21,000
BBL o
8BS..
BBM oo
BC oo (27,000)
9 Military NteNSIVE USE vvvsvsvsvssnsssssrssssssssssssssns .. total 40,000
10— . (39,500)
................................................................ (500)
10 National scenic rivers.......... e 11,800
(8,800)
(3,000)
11 National wildlife management preserves ... 70,000
f 1)) R (29,000)
DS oo (12,000)
{1 (7,000)
1E e . (22,000)
12 Palustris Experimental Forest ... total 7,200
12D s (2,600)
12E s (4,600)
13 Kisatchie Hills Wildemess ... ——— total 8,700
13 s ——— (8,700)
Total Forest ACres .......... e ...503,700

Management area allocation

Please see table 2-3, above.
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ALTERNATIVE D (DRAFT PREFERRED)
Alternative theme

Alternative D was identified as the Forest
Service preferred alternative in the Draft eis.
It emphasizes restoration of natural plant
communities to sites they occupied prior to
European settlement. The allocation of com-
patible prcs to this alternative focused on
reestablishing the composition, structure, and
processes associated with these forested eco-
systems. Commodity and amenity resource
outputs from actions such as off-site species
stand conversion, prescribed burning, and
frequentstand improvement practices, would
be relatively high under this alternative.

Distinguishing features
Minerals management

All federal lands except Kisatchie Hills Wil-
derness would be available for leasing. A No
Surface Occupancy (nso) lease stipulation
would be required on all leases involving
areas in the following categories where the
area to be protected is larger than 40 acres:
administrative sites, Research Natural Areas,
State Registry Natural Areas, Special Interest
Areas, the Johnson Tract experimental for-
est, the Air Force Bombing and Gunnery
Range, the Breezy Hill No-Entry Area, scenic
areas, within 600 feet of the Saline Bayou
National Scenic River, cultural resource sites,
the Stuart Seed Orchard, jurisdictional wet-
lands, and developed recreation areas. A
highly restrictive Controlled Surface Use
(csul) stipulation would be applied to all
Streamside Habitat Protection Zones (sHpzs)
on the Forest (varying in width from 50 feet
to 150 feet, depending upon the adjacent
management area theme), to the extent of
the Riparian Area Protection Zones (raAPzs)
within Louisiana pearlshell mussel sub-wa-
tersheds, and to the extent of rapzs within
management area 2 (amenity emphasis). A
moderately restrictive Controlled Surface Use
(csu2) stipulation would be applied to areas
outside of sHrzs within the Breezy Hill No-
Ground-Penetration area, the remainder of
management area 2, the remainder of For-
est rarzs, within 2,000 feet of the Longleaf
Trail Scenic Byway, the U.S. Marshall Service
Use Area, the Longleaf Tract experimental

forest, and inside the Claiborne Safety Fan
area.

Prescribed fire

Prescribed fire would be annually applied on
up to 105,000 acres to achieve ecosystem
restoration objectives, with increased em-
phasis on growing season burns.

Range

Approximately 86,000 acres would be avail-
able for domestic livestock grazing.

Recreation

The recreation management program would
focus on providing a balance of high quality
dispersed and natural resource dependent
developed recreation opportunities. Those
opportunities that encourage the interpre-
tation and enjoyment of nature, scenery,
and our cultural heritage would be featured.

An estimated 79 percent of the Forest
would be open to orvs; and 21 percent
would be closed year-round, during a speci-
fied season, or because of military use.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker
(RCW) management

Management of the rcw is based on direc-
tion in the reis and rob for the Management of
the rew and its Habitat on National Forests in
the Southern Region, June 1995.
Approximately 303,000 acres of pine and
pine-hardwood stands would be managed
to meet Forest rcw population objectives.

Special interest areas (SIA)
and research natural areas (RNA)

In addition to the Longleaf and Castor Creek
scenicsias, Cooter’s Bog, Drakes Creek, Kieffer
Prairie, and Whiskey Chitto areas would be
designated as botanical sias; the Malaudos
Glen area would be designated as a scenic
sia; and the Castor Creek Scenic siawould be
expanded.

No additional rnas would be designated.
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Timber production

The average annual AsQ would be 10.2 mmcr.
About 312,000 acres would be identified as
suitable for timber production.

Vegetation management

Both even and uneven-aged silvicultural sys-
tems would be used. Approximately 32,000
acres would be managed in designated
patches at the landscape level on lands
suitable for timber production, using the
uneven-aged system.

Approximately 66,000 acres would be des-
ignated and managed as old-growth forest
patches, with allocation emphasis given to
representation of pre-European settlement
vegetation patterns. An additional 218,000
forested acres, containing attributes charac-
teristic of unmanaged old growth, exist on
lands considered not appropriate for timber
production.

Wild and scenic rivers

Saline Bayou would continue to be managed
as a national scenic river. No other rivers
would be recommended for designation.

Wilderness

No additional wilderness would be designated.
Lightning-causedfires are allowed to burn
if prescribed conditions are met. All other
wildfires would be suppressed. Management-
ignited prescribed fire would be allowed.
The Kisatchie Hills Wilderness would be
excluded from an rew HMA. No active habitat
management would occur for existing rcw
cluster sites located inside the Wilderness.

Management area allocation

Please see table 2-4, next page.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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TABLE 2-4, MANAGEMENT AND

SUB-MANAGEMENT AREA ALLOCATION

Alternative D

Management Area Sub-Management Area Acres

1 Forest products ... r———

2 Amenity values....... r———
3 Native community restoration ... total 142,000
BBL v . (62,000
4 RCW/amenity ValUeS wv.vvsvsvssmsnensnn
5 RCW/ native community restoration .
IO RN (201,000)
5CS.. . (13,000
IO (14,000)
6 RCW [ Wildlife NADIALS ..ov.evveveevrsseessersesserssessnenns total 45,000
I . (45,000
BBS v 0
i3] —— 0
7 Hardwoods ... s — fotal 10,000
[ (10,000)
8 Wildlife habitats ... e —————— .0
MIliEary EENSIVE USE vvvvvvsvvsvsrssmsssrsrsrssnsssns . fotal 40,000
9oL . (39,500)
................................................................ (500)
10 National scenic rivers.......... e 5,800
(2,800)
. (3,000)
11 National wildlife management preserves ... 70,000
LIDL vt (29,000)
LIDS ot (12,000)
LIDM vt (7,000
UE v . (22,000
12 Palustris Experimental Forest .. total 7,200
12D ot (2,600)
128 . (4,600)
13 Kisatchie Hills Wildemess ... s R 8,700
13 s, (8,700)
Total Forest ACres .......... e ...603,700
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ALTERNATIVE MODIFIED D
(FINAL PREFERRED)

Alternative theme

Alternative Modified D is the Forest Service
preferred alternative (developed in greater
detail in the revised Forest Plan). Like the
original Alternative D, it emphasizes restora-
tion of natural plant communities to sites they
occupied prior to European settlement. The
allocation of compatible prcs to this alterna-
tive focused on reestablishing the composi-
tion, structure, and processes associated with
these forested ecosystems. Commodity and
amenity resource outputs from actions such
as off-site species stand conversion, prescribed
burning, and frequent stand improvement
practices would be relatively high under this
alternative.

Distinguishing features
Minerals management

All federal lands except Kisatchie Hills Wil-
derness would be available for leasing. A No
Surface Occupancy (nso) lease stipulation
would be required on all leases involving
areas in the following categories where the
area to be protected is larger than 40 acres:
administrative sites, Research Natural Areas,
State Registry Natural Areas, Special Interest
Areas, the Johnson Tract experimental for-
est, the Air Force Bombing and Gunnery
Range, the Breezy Hill No-Entry Area, scenic
areas, within 600 feet of the Saline Bayou
National Scenic River, cultural resource sites,
the Stuart Seed Orchard, jurisdictional wet-
lands, and developed recreation areas. A
highly restrictive Controlled Surface Use
(csul) stipulation would be applied to all
Streamside Habitat Protection Zones (sHpzs)
on the Forest (varying in width from 50 feet
to 150 feet, depending upon the adjacent
management area theme), to the extent of
the Riparian Area Protection Zones (raAPzs)
within Louisiana pearlshell mussel sub-wa-
tersheds, and to the extent of rapzs within
management area 2 (amenity emphasis). A
moderately restrictive Controlled Surface Use
(csu2) stipulation would be applied to areas
outside of sHpzs within the Breezy Hill No-
Ground-Penetration area, the remainder of
management area 2, the remainder of For-
est rarzs, within 2,000 feet of the Longleaf
Trail Scenic Byway, the U.S. Marshall Service

Use Area, the Longleaf Tract experimental
forest, and inside the Claiborne Safety Fan
area.

Prescribed fire

Prescribed fire would be annually applied on
up to 105,000 acres to achieve ecosystem
restoration objectives, with increased em-
phasis on growing season burns.

Range

Approximately 86,000 acres would be avail-
able for domestic livestock grazing.

Recreation

The recreation management program would
focus on providing a balance of high quality
dispersed and natural resource dependent
developed recreation opportunities. Those
opportunities that encourage the interpre-
tation and enjoyment of nature, scenery,
and our cultural heritage would be featured.

An estimated 78 percent of the Forest
would be open to orvs; and 22 percent
would be closed year-round, during a speci-
fied season, or because of military use.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker
(RCW) management

Management of the rcw is based on direc-
tion in the reis and rob for the Management of
the rew and its Habitat on National Forests in
the Southern Region, June 1995.
Approximately 303,000 acres of pine and
pine-hardwood stands would be managed
to meet Forest rcw population objectives.

Special interest areas (SIA)
and research natural areas (RNA)

In addition to the Longleaf and Castor Creek
scenicsias, Cooter’s Bog, Drakes Creek, Kieffer
Prairie, Tancock Prairie and Whiskey Chitto
areas would be designated as botanical sias;
the Malaudos Glen area would be desig-
nated as a scenic sia; the Bayou Luce area
would be designated as a geological sia; and
the Castor Creek Scenic sia would be ex-
panded.

No additional rnas would be designated.

ALTERNATIVE
MODIFIED D
(FINAL PREFERRED)

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT
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Timber production

The average annual AsQ would be 9.69 mmcr.
About 308,889 acres would be identified as
suitable for timber production.

Vegetation management

Both even and uneven-aged silvicultural sys-
tems would be used. Approximately 32,000
acres would be managed in designated
patches at the landscape level on lands
suitable for timber production, using the
uneven-aged system.

Approximately 81,000 acres would be des-
ignated and managed as old-growth forest
patches, with allocation emphasis given to
representation of pre-European settlement
vegetation patterns. An additional 215,000
forested acres, containing attributes charac-
teristic of unmanaged old growth, exist on
lands considered not appropriate for timber
production.

Wild and scenic rivers

Saline Bayou would continue to be managed
as a national scenic river. No other rivers
would be recommended for designation.

Wilderness

No additional wilderness would be designated.
Lightning-causedfires are allowed to burn
if prescribed conditions are met. All other
wildfires would be suppressed. Management-
ignited prescribed fire would be allowed.
The Kisatchie Hills Wilderness would be
excluded from an rew HMA. No active habitat
management would occur for existing rcw
cluster sites located inside the Wilderness.

Management area allocation
Please see table 2-5, next page.
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TABLE 2-5, MANAGEMENT AND

SUB-MANAGEMENT AREA ALLOCATION

Alternative Modified D

Management Area Sub-Management Area Acres

1 Forest products ... r———

2 Amenity values.......... r———

3 Native community restoration ... total 142,000
BBL v . (62,000
3BS.. . (52,000

4 RCW [ amenity ValUES w.vvevsvssmsnensnsn

5 RCW/native community restoration ...
IO R (201,000)
5CS.. . (13,000
5CM .. R (14,000)

6 RCW /Wildlife habItats ..oo.oovsevesevesseeserserscsssessenns total 45,000
I . (45,000
BBS v 0
3 0

7 Hardwoods ............ e — fotal 10,000
[ (10,000)

8 Wildlife habitats . e —————— .0

MIlIEary INtENSIVE USE .vvvsvsrnsnsssssssnsnssnsmsssns . fotal 40,000

9oL . (39,500)

................................................................ (500)

10 National scenic rivers.......... e 5,800
(2,800)

(3,000

11 National wildlife management preserves ... 70,000
LIDL v (29,000)

DS o (12,000)

LIDM vt (7,000

(S . (22,000

12 Palustris Experimental Forest ... total 7,200
12D ot (2,600)

128 et (4,600)

13 Kisatchie Hills Wilderness ... s R 8,700
13 s, (8,700)

Total Forest ACres .......... e ...603,700
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ALTERNATIVE E
Alternative Theme

Alternative E emphasizes the management
of hardwoods and mixed stands of hard-
woods and pines. The allocation of compat-
ible brcs to this alternative focused on in-
creasing the number of hardwood stands,
mixed stands, and hardwoods within pine
stands to provide for visual quality enhance-
ment, hard mast production, and wildlife
habitat improvement. Commodity outputs
would be provided at moderate levels.

Distinguishing features
Minerals management

All federal lands would be available for leas-
ing except Kisatchie Hills Wilderness, and
lands within management areas 2 and 4
(amenity emphasis). A No Surface Occu-
pancy (Nso) lease stipulation would be re-
quired on all leases involving areas in the
following categories where the area to be
protected is larger than 40 acres: adminis-
trative sites, Research Natural Areas, State
Registry Natural Areas, Special Interest Ar-
eas, the Johnson Tract experimental forest,
the Air Force Bombing and Gunnery Range,
the Breezy Hill No-Entry Area, scenic areas,
within 600 feet of the Saline Bayou National
ScenicRiver, cultural resourcessites, the Stuart
Seed Orchard, jurisdictional wetlands, and
developed recreation areas. A highly restric-
tive Controlled Surface Use (csul) stipula-
tion would be applied to all Streamside
Habitat Protection Zones (sHpzs) on the For-
est (varying in width from 50 feet to 150
feet, depending upon the adjacent manage-
ment area theme), and to the extent of the
Riparian Area Protection Zones (rRapzs) within
Louisiana pearlshell mussel sub-watersheds.
A moderately restrictive Controlled Surface
Use (csu2) stipulation would be applied to
areas outside of sHpzs within the Breezy Hill
No-Ground-Penetration area, the remain-
der of Forest raprzs, within 2,000 feet of the
Longleaf Trail Scenic Byway, the U.S. Marshall
Service Use Area, the Longleaf Tract experi-
mental forest, and inside the Claiborne Safety
Fan area.

Prescribed fire

Prescribed fire would be annually applied on
up to 94,000 acres to achieve multiple re-
source objectives.

Range

Approximately 86,000 acres would beiden-
tified as available for domestic livestock
grazing.

Recreation

The recreation management program would
focus on providing a balance of high quality
dispersed and natural resource dependent
developed recreation opportunities. Those
opportunities that encourage the interpre-
tation and enjoyment of nature, scenery,
and our cultural heritage would be featured.

An estimated 77 percent of the Forest
would be open to orvs; and 23 percent
would be closed year-round, during a speci-
fied season, or because of military use.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker
(RCW) management

Management of the rcw is based on direc-
tion in the reis and rob for the Management of
the rew and its Habitat on National Forests in
the Southern Region, June 1995.
Approximately 303,000 acres of pine and
pine-hardwood stands would be managed
to meet Forest rcw population objectives.

Special interest areas (SIA)
and research natural areas (RNA)

In addition to the Longleaf and Castor Creek
scenicsias, Cooter’sBog, Drakes Creek, Kieffer
Prairie, and Whiskey Chitto areas would be
designated as botanical sias; the Malaudos
Glen area would be designated as a scenic
sia; and the Castor Creek Scenic sia would be
expanded.

No additional rnas would be designated.

2-30

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT



KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST

CHAPTER 2

Timber production

The average annual AsQ would be 8.9 mmcr.
About 316,000 acres would be identified as
suitable for timber production.

Vegetation management

Both even and uneven-aged silvicultural sys-
tems would be used. Approximately 34,000
acres would be managed in designated
patches at the landscape level on lands
suitable for timber production, using the
uneven-aged system.

Approximately 60,000 acres would be
designated and managed as old-growth for-
est patches, with allocation emphasis given
to hardwood community representation. An
additional 221,000 forested acres, contain-
ing attributes characteristic of unmanaged
old growth, exist on lands considered not
appropriate for timber production.

Wild and scenic rivers

Saline Bayou would continue to be managed
as a national scenic river. No other rivers
would be recommended for designation.

Wilderness

No additional wilderness would be designated.

All wilderness wildfires would be sup-
pressed. Management-ignited prescribedfire
would not be allowed.

The Kisatchie Hills Wilderness would be
excluded from an rew HMA. No active habitat
management would occur for existing rcw
cluster sites located inside the Wilderness.

Management area allocation

Please see table 2-6, next page.
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TABLE 2-6, MANAGEMENT AND

SUB-MANAGEMENT AREA ALLOCATION

Alternative E

Management Area Sub-Management Area Acres
1 Forest products ... r———
2 Amenity values....... r——— r—— total 18,000

3 Native community restoration ...
4 RCW/amenity ValUES vvvvsrsvssrsssnrn
5 RCW/native community restoration ..

BCL oresersssmssmssesssssssessssssssninns (247,000)
5CS.. . (13,000)
BCM oo (13,000)
6 RCW/ Wildlife NADIEALS w.vvvvesvesssssssrsssssssssssnssnsenins s .0
7 Hardwoods ............. s ———— total 138,000
[ (138,000)
8 Wildife habitats ... e —— .0
9 MIHAry iNteNSIVE USE vvvvsvsvssssssssrsrsssssssssssns .. total 40,000
10— . (39,500)
OE o (500)
10 National scenic rivers.......... e . total 5,800

11 National wildlife management preserves .

{1 (29,000)

TIDS oo (12,000)

(7,000)

. . (22,000)

12 Palustris Experimental Forest .. total 7,200
12D s (2,600)

12 oo (4,600)

13 Kisatchie Hills Wilderness ... e ——— 8,700
13 s —— (8,700)

Total Forest ACres .......... e ...603,700
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ALTERNATIVE F
Alternative theme

Alternative F emphasizes the establishment
or improvement of wildlife habitats for a full
range of native species. The allocation of
compatible prcs to this alternative focused
on providing habitat conditions and at-
tributes necessary to maintain viable popu-
lations of all native game and nongame
species. Commodity and amenity resource
outputs through the creation and mainte-
nance of landscape habitats would occur at
moderate levels.

Distinguishing features
Minerals management

All federal lands would be available for leas-
ing except Kisatchie Hills Wilderness, and
lands within management areas 2 and 4
(amenity emphasis). A No Surface Occu-
pancy (Nso) lease stipulation would be re-
quired on all leases involving areas in the
following categories where the area to be
protected is larger than 40 acres: adminis-
trative sites, Research Natural Areas, State
Registry Natural Areas, Special Interest Ar-
eas, the Johnson Tract experimental forest,
the Air Force Bombing and Gunnery Range,
the Breezy Hill No-Entry Area, scenic areas,
within 600 feet of the Saline Bayou National
ScenicRiver, cultural resource sites, the Stuart
Seed Orchard, jurisdictional wetlands, and
developed recreation areas. A highly restric-
tive Controlled Surface Use (csul) stipula-
tion would be applied to all Streamside
Habitat Protection Zones (sHpzs) on the For-
est (varying in width from 50 feet to 150
feet, depending upon the adjacent manage-
ment area theme), and to the extent of the
Riparian Area Protection Zones (rRapzs) within
Louisiana pearlshell mussel sub-watersheds.
A moderately restrictive Controlled Surface
Use (csu2) stipulation would be applied to
areas outside of sHpzs within the Breezy Hill
No-Ground-Penetration area, the remain-
der of Forest raprzs, within 2,000 feet of the
Longleaf Trail Scenic Byway, the U.S. Marshall
Service Use Area, the Longleaf Tract experi-
mental forest, and inside the Claiborne Safety
Fan area.

Prescribed fire

Prescribed fire would be annually applied on
up to 108,000 acres to maintain and im-
prove wildlife habitat conditions.

Range

Approximately 86,000 acres would beiden-
tified as available for domestic livestock
grazing.

Recreation

The recreation management program would
focus on providing high quality dispersed
and natural resource dependent developed
recreation opportunities based on protect-
ing and enhancing both consumptive and
non-consumptive wildlife opportunities.

An estimated 77 percent of the Forest
would be open to orvs; and 23 percent
would be closed year-round, during a speci-
fied season, or because of military use.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker
(RCW) management

Management of the rcw is based on direc-
tion in the reis and rob for the Management of
the rew and its Habitat on National Forests in
the Southern Region, June 1995.
Approximately 303,000 acres of pine and
pine-hardwood stands would be managed
to meet Forest rcw population objectives.

Special interest areas (SIA)
and research natural areas (RNA)

In addition to the Longleaf and Castor Creek
scenic sias, Wild Azalea Seep, and Kieffer
Prairie would be designated as botanical sias;
the Malaudos Glen area would be desig-
nated as a scenic sia; and the Castor Creek
Scenic sia would be expanded.

The Cooters Bog, Drakes Creek, Whiskey
Chitto, and Fleming Glade areas would be
designated as rRNAs.

Timber production
The average annual AsQ would be 8.1 mmcr.

About 278,000 acres would be identified as
suitable for timber production.

ALTERNATIVE F
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IMPACT STATEMENT

2-33



CHAPTER 2

KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST

Vegetation management

Both even and uneven-aged silvicultural sys-
tems would be used. About 41,000 acres
would be managed in designated patches at
the landscape level on lands suitable for timber
production, using the uneven-aged system.

Approximately 92,000 acres would be des-
ignated and managed as old-growth forest
patches, with allocation emphasis given to
representation of pre-European settlement
vegetation patterns. An additional 233,000
forested acres, containing attributes charac-
teristic of unmanaged old growth, exist on
lands considered not appropriate for timber
production.

Wild and scenic rivers
Saline Bayou would continue to be managed

as a national scenic river. No other rivers
would be recommended for designation.

Wilderness

No additional wilderness would be designated.
Lightning-causedfires are allowed to burn
if prescribed conditions are met. All other
wildfires would be suppressed. Management-
ignited prescribed fire would be allowed.
The Kisatchie Hills Wilderness would be
excluded from an rew HMA. Use of hand tools
within active cluster sites — and prescribed
fire— would be allowed to maintain habitat
conditions inside the Wilderness.

Management area allocation

Please see table 2-7, next page.
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TABLE 2-7, MANAGEMENT AND

SUB-MANAGEMENT AREA ALLOCATION

Alternative F

Management Area Sub-Management Area Acres
1 Forest products ... e .. total 26,000
LA s, 0
1B s, 0
10 s, (26,000)
2 Amenity values.......... r——— r—— total 23,000
2AL e (8,000)

2. - (13,000)

3 Native community restoration ...

4 RCW /amenity ValUes v...vvvsvssrssonsren r——— .0
5 RCW/native community restoration ... r—— total 218,000
BCL oresersssmssmsssesssssssessssssssninns (181,000)

5CS.. . (19,000)

5CM ... s, (18,000)

6 RCW/ Wildlife NADIALS w.vvvvesvesssssssrsssssssssssssnsenins total 84,000
13— . (83,500)

BBS oo (500)

BBM .o 0

7 Hardwoods ............... e —— total 26,000
T s (26,000)

8 Wildlife habitats ... e .. total 95,000
BBL o . (59,000)

8BS.. . (31,000)

(5,000)

....................................................................... 0

9 Military NteNSIVE USE vvvsvsvsvssnsssssrssssssssssssssns .. total 40,000
10— . (39,500)

OE oo (500)

10 National scenic rivers.......... e . total 5,800

11 National wildlife management preserves ... . total 70,000
KT R (29,000)
DS v (10,000)
LIDM s (7,000
(S . (24,000)
12 Palustris Experimental Forest ... total 7,200
10D s (2,600)
12 et (4,600)
13 Kisatchie Hills Wilderness ... S fotal 8,700
13 s, (8,700)
Total Forest Acres .......... R ...603,700
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COMPARISON OF
ALTERNATIVES

MANAGEMENT
AREA ALLOCATIONS

COMPARISON OF
ALTERNATIVES

This section presents the alternatives in a
manner designed to facilitate comparison.
Comparisons are presented in graphic, tabu-
lar and written form, with the intent of
condensing a great deal of complex infor-
mation into a format which allows efficient
and effective comparison of alternatives.

The first two tables display by alternative
the management area allocations and lands
suitable for timber production. The remain-
ing comparisons are organized under the
issue they address.

Much of the information used to com-
pare alternatives is contained in this chapter
and Chapter 4 of this document. In this
chapter, comparisons are made of how each
alternative responds to the significantissues.
Only facets that are easily quantifiable and
vary significantly by alternative are displayed.
Chapter 4 contains a complete discussion of
the environmental consequences of imple-
menting the alternatives and their response
to all issue facets. In addition, Chapter 3
describes the existing environment that
would be affected by the implementation of
the alternatives. Where additional informa-
tion can be found in the appendices orin the
planning records for the Forest Plan, a refer-
ence is included in the discussion.

MANAGEMENT AREA
ALLOCATIONS

Table 2-8 summarizes the management area
and sub-management area allocations. You
will note that Alternative A, has no entries in
this table. As the no action alternative, it
represents the Forest’s 1985 Forest Plan as
amended, which defined management areas
under a different concept than is being pro-
posed in the revised Forest Plan. Generally, it
defined a number of small and specific man-
agement areas, but relegated most of the
Forest to general management in manage-
ment areas 11 (general forest / grazing), and
12 (general forest / no grazing). Within these
areas, there were smaller, scattered areas
where different emphases should be applied.
Table 2-1 earlier in this chapter provides a
breakdown of Alternative A.

Management areas in the action alterna-
tives are predominately defined using an
ecological landscape concept. Relatively large
areas with unique locations are delineated to
recognize differences in managementinten-
sity, timeframes, and the inherent capability
of the land, utilizing the landtype associa-
tion level of the national hierarchy of eco-
logical units. Thirteen management areas
and forty-two sub-management areas carry
forward the management direction set by
these alternatives. No alternative allocates
lands to all thirteen management areas.
Instead, management area allocations are
driven by the theme of a particular alterna-
tive.
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TABLE 2-8, MANAGEMENT AREA ALLOCATIONS

Comparison of Alternatives, Displayed in Acres

Management Area AltA AltB AltC AtD Mod D AltE AltF
1 Forest products JNIA 183,000 KIS L[ — K[|/ — KY| — ()| ——— 26,000
A sss— N/A (7,000) ... s
R N/A (143,000)
IC s N/A (33,000) (35,000) ...
2 Amennyvalues ......................................... N/A .16,000 122,000
AL r—— N/A (15,000) ..
2AS ... NIA . (8,000)... (L7,000)
2AM.. N/A . (4,000)
2B.. s —— NIA (CH0L0) p— (86,000)
3 Native community restoration ........... N/A
K] I— s ——— N/A
3BS .. N/A
3BM... N/A
3CL W NIA
3CS.. N/A
3CM ... N/A
4 RCW/amemyvalues ........... NTA sorreeesssssesssssess s 204,000 ..........
L NTA woreonsesssssssssssssssssssssssniens 187,000 ...........
4AS ... NIA 9,000 ...
4AM... N/A 8,000 ........
5 RCW/native community restoration ..... N/A 273,000 68,000 .......ooco0nen 228,000 ... 228000 ................. 273,000 ..o 218,000
5CL W NIA (247,000) [CYA)1) — (L) P (202,000) vovrvrvrr (247,000 .. .(181,000)
5CS.. N/A (13,000) (4,000) ..(13,000) .. (13,000) . (13,000) ... ..(19,000)
5CM ... N/A (13,000) (7,000) .. (14,000) (14 000) . (13,000) ...
6 RCW/WIldllfehabI ........... NJA .
BBL vvvvvvvvvsrrsssnssssssssssssmsssssssssnsss N/A
6BS ... N/A
6BM... N/A .
7 Hardwoods s — NIA s B0V — B0 LV T—— 10000 ................. KUV | — 26,000
8 Wildlife hahitats ....vvevsevssvssssssisnnn NIA
BBL oo N/A
8BS ... N/A
8BM... N/A
BC o, NIA e —— (27,000)
9 M|||ary|nen5|veuse ............ NIA 40,000 40,000 ...
9DL W NIA (39,500) (39,500)
9E.. e ————— ([ A— (10 J— (500)
10 National SCENIC MVEIS .vvuvvvvevssvssisinses N/A 5,800 11,800
10DM W NIA . (2,800)
L N/A . (3,000)
11 National wildlife mgmt. preserves ....... N/A 70,000
1oL ... r—— N/A (29,000)
LIDS o N/A (12,000)
110M N/A .. (7,000)
UE.n r——— N/A (22,000)
12 Palustris Experimental FOrest ........... N/A 1,200
12D N/A .. (2,600)
12E. s —— N/A .. (4,600)
13 Kisatchie Hills Wildermness ... N/A ..8,700

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 2-37



CHAPTER 2

KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST

LANDS SUITABLE

FOR TIMBER
PRODUCTION

LANDS SUITABLE FOR
TIMBER PRODUCTION

Table 2-9 displays the determination of lands
suitable for timber production.

TABLE 2—-9, DETERMINATION OF LANDS

SUITABLE FOR TIMBER PRODUCTION?

Displayed by Land Class and Alternative

Land Classification AltA AltB AltC AtD  ModD  AItE AltF
1 Non-Forest land (includes Water) ... WLATT o LLATT o LLATT o LLATT o LLATT L AT L LLATT
2 FOMESLIANG o 595,268 ..... 595,268 ..... 595,268 ..... 595,268 ..... 595,268 ..... 595,268 ..... 595,268
3 Forest land withdrawn

10

from timber ProdUCHON ... 11428..... 11428 ... 11428 ... 11,428 ...... 11,428....... 11,428 ...... 11428

Forest land with inadequate
information or not capable of
producing crops of industrial wood 2 ... 4,680....... 4680 ......... 4680 ........ 4,680 ...... 4,680...... 4,680...... 4,680

Forest land physically unsuitable:
irreversible damage likely to occur,

not restockable WIthin 5 YEarS ... 2,000...... 2,000 ... 2,000 ... 2,000 ....... 2,000....... 2,000....... 2,000
Tentatively suitable forest land

(item 2 minus items 3, 4, 800 5)...ovvv 577,160......577,160......577,160 ..... 577,160 ..... 577,160...... 577,160 ..... 577,160
Forest land not appropriate

for timber production ... 71,900..... 232,443 ..... 476,985 ..... 264,997 ..... 268,271 ..... 260,741 ..... 299,520
Unsuitable forest land

(items 3,4, 5,800 7) o 90,008 ...... 250551 ....495,093 ..... 283,105 ..... 286,379 ..... 278,849 ..... 317,628

Total suitable forest land
(AT IR E—— 505,260 ...... 344,717 ......100.175 ..... 312,163 ..... 308,889 ...... 316,419 ...... 277,640

Total national forest land *
(U A — 606,745 ...... 606,745 ...... 606,745 ..... 606,745 ..... 606,745...... 606,745 ...... 606,745

Lands that can be managed for the purpose of growing, tending, harvesting, and regeneration of regulated crops of trees.

Lands for which current information is inadequate to project responses to timber management. Usually applies to low-Site lands.
Lands identified as not appropriate for timber production due to: a assignment to other resource uses to meet Forest Plan objectives;
B management requirements; and ¢ not being cost-efficient in meeting Forest Plan objectives over the planning horizon,

Acresare computed fromeis database layers. These numbers are slightly higher than official land status inventory acres (603,700 acres).
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SUMMARY OF
CONSEQUENCES
BY ISSUE

ISSUE # 1: TIMBER SUPPLY

This issue deals with concerns over which

lands are suitable for timber production,
how coordination for other resources may
affect timber harvest levels, and the effects
of differing harvest levels on the local
economy. Table 2-10 and figure 2-3 display
how the alternatives may respond differ-
ently to this issue during the first decade.

TABLE 2-10, ISSUE #1 — TIMBER SUPPLY

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence

AltA
All timber volume, suitable and unsuitable, WVCF / YR vovvvsvvn 143..
Timber volume from suitable [ands (ASQ) MMCF / YR wvovvvervrvrn 141..
Suitable HMDEr [andS, M-ACRES .vvuvvvvsvssvssssrssssrsssssssssssssss 505
Timber-associated income
10 10Cal COMMUNIEES, MM/ YR vvvvesvvssvssssrsssssssssssssnns 164 ...
Timber-associated jobs
10 10Cal COMMUNILIES, PERSONS / YR cvvvvvsvsvmsvsrssrsssssssnsn 482...
Long-term sustained-yield *
L R A 198.....

AtB  AtC  AtD ModD  AtE  AItF

...... 140 101 37 000 18200120 00 127
..... 109 i 30 0 102 1 97 89 81

w112 51 165 . 164 147 0 134

* Long-term sustained yield is computed only for lands suitable for timber production

FIGURE 2—-3, ISSUE #1 — TIMBER VOLUMES

FROM SUITABLE AND UNSUITABLE LANDS

Volumes, MMCF / YR

SUMMARY OF
CONSEQUENCES
BY ISSUE

ISSUE # 1:
TIMBER SUPPLY
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ISSUE # 2: BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

This issue deals with concerns over what
management direction is needed to main-
tain biological diversity on the Forest. More
specifically, it deals with concerns over 1)
the allocation and direction for sensitive
plant and animal communities and research
natural areas, 2) management direction for
threatened, endangered, sensitive, and con-
servation species, 3) restoration of naturally

occurring forested landscapes, especially
longleaf pine, 4) the allocation of old growth,
5) the effects of pine straw collection, and, 6)
the management direction for nonnative
vegetation on the Forest. Table 2-11 and
figures 2—4 to 2-6 display how the alterna-
tives may respond to some of these issue
facets during the first decade.

TABLE 2-11, ISSUE #2 — BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence AltA AltB AtC ~ AtD  ModD AltE AltF
Longleaf restoration, ACRES / YR wuvvuvvvsmensssrsrsnns 2102 v 83 i 9. 1,634 ... UL T X 631
Mixed species restoration, ACRES / YR wuvvuvevssmssensn [ — Y- 458 .. I J—— 178 JKI|— 445
Old-growth designations, M-ACRES wv.eesvrsrsrsesesrsrnns [L— P 164 i L J— A L 92
Prescribed buming, M-ACRES | YR wuvvvvvsvsvsesrssnnn LY 120 v 1003 v 825 s X 104 84.2

FIGURE 2—4, ISSUE #2 — RESTORATION OF

LONGLEAF PINE AND MIXED SPECIES
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FIGURE 2-5, ISSUE #2

OLD-GROWTH DESIGNATIONS
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FIGURE 2-6, ISSUE #2
PRESCRIBED BURNING
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ISSUE # 3: LAND USE

Thisissue deals with concerns over establish-
ing priorities for land acquisitions involving
wetlands, rare or sensitive natural communi-
ties or species; management direction for
former military camps; coordinating special
uses with other resources; and increased
military intensive use on the Vernon Unit of
the Calcasieu District. All alternatives re-
spond to this issue similarly by establishing
Forestwide mitigation measures and man-
agement direction.

A memorandum of agreement (Moa)
signed by the Secretaries of Agriculture and
Army directed the preparation of an envi-
ronmental analysis examining more inten-
sive use on some or all of the 45,000 acres of
military limited use lands in the Vernon Unit.
This process is underway. Environmental
analysis will examine a range of alternatives,
including amending the revised Forest Plan.

ISSUE # 4: MINERALS DEVELOPMENT

This issue deals with internal and public
concerns over the extent of opportunities
for minerals development, and the modifi-
cation of management direction for oil, gas,
and common variety minerals on the Forest.
The areas available for minerals leasing and
exploration vary by alternative, as shown
below in table 2-12. The application of No
Surface Occupancy (nso) and Controlled
Surface Use (csu) stipulationsin leases vary in
accordance with the theme, or emphasis, of
an alternative. A map depicting areas avail-
ablefor leasing and stipulation requirements
for the revised Forest Plan can be found in
the planning process records.

TABLE 2-12, ISSUE #4-LEASABLE OIL & GAS

Oil and Gas, Variation by Stipulation

AltA AltB AltC AltD Mod D AltE AltF
Total 8C7eS 0N FOrESt v.vvvvvrvvvvn 603,700........603,700 ........603,700 ....... 603,700 ....... 603,700....... 603,700 ....... 603,700
Acres withdrawn from 1€asing ... L - 8,700 ........ 603,700 ... 8,700 1vvie 8,700 26,700....... 31,700
Acres requiring NSO stipulation® ....... 40,069......... 22,036 v 0 v 25364 ... 25364 17486....... 16,823
Acres requiring CSUL Stipulation? ... I — ([— 0 130,560 ........ 130,560......... 125,391 ........ 131,894
Acres requiring CSU2 stipulation...... 5,511 ... 182,565 ... 0 70959 ........ 70,959....... 83,575 v 59,826

LNo surface occupancy.
2Highly restrictive controlled surface use stipulation.
Moderately restrictive controlled surface use stipulation.
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ISSUE # 5: RANGE / GRAZING

This issue deals with concerns over the im-
pact of the elimination of the range manage-
ment program, the amount of lands allo-
cated to range development, and livestock
impacts on plant and animal communities
on the Forest. All alternatives respond to this

ISSUE # 6: RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER

This issue deals with concerns over what
Forest direction is needed to comply with
regional guidelines for managing habitat for
the endangered Red-cockaded Woodpecker
(rcw). It deals with concerns over 1) how
much of the Forest should be allocated to

issue similarly by establishing Forestwide = rcw management, 2) what types of habitat IS;:,\EIG#ES/'
mitigation measures and management di-  improvements are needed, 3) how rcw clus- GRAZING
rection. The allocation and management of  ters and habitat within the Kisatchie Hills
the range program does not vary signifi-  Wilderness should be managed, and, 5) ISSUE # 6:
cantly by alternative. what southern pine beetle suppression ac- RED-COCKADED
tivities should be allowed within rew habitat WOODPECKER
areas. Table 2-13 displays how the alterna-
tives may respond to some of these issue
facets during the first decade.
TABLE 2-13, ISSUE #6
RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER
Displayed by Consequence and Alternative
Consequence AltA AltB AltC AtD ~ ModD AltE AltF
Habitat management area (Hva)
COMPONENt 0 the FOIESt, % vovvvvvsvsvsvsnmsnvn 61 (Y — Y R— 6L s ) ) 61
Foraging area COMpPONENt in HMAS, %0 .vevvrvrvrsvsee 82 i V- TV 82 i Y~ VR V)
RCW population ODJeCtive, CLUSTERS w...c.rvercre 1405....... 1405 ........ 1405 ....... 1405 ....... LAOS........ 1,405 ......... 1,405
Foraging area assigned per cluster
within 1.5 miles of aCtVe ICW, ACRES ...vvvvvve 118 118 18 18 118 118 118
Foraging area assigned per cluster
beyond 1.5 miles of active ICW, ACRES vovvvvrvvnne X X J— X — X 83 v X — 83
Natural longleaf landscape
TESKOTAON, ACRES [ YR v 2102 VKR 39 e 163 s 156 ET— 631
Longleaf pine habitat, all stages, w-Acres
@ 5YRAIS .o 134 113 s Ul U7 128 112 e 121
@ A5YRAS .o 199 v 115 143 175 169 v 130 e 148
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ISSUE # 7: RECREATION

This issue deals with concerns over what
variety of outdoor recreation experiences
should be provided on the Forest and how
they may affect the local community. Par-
ticularly, it deals with concerns over 1) use of
off-road vehicles, 2) the need for additional
recreational experiences and facilities, 3) the
management of trail corridors, 4) designa-
tion of additional wilderness and wild &
scenic rivers, and, 5) the effects of recre-
ational activities on the local economy. Table
2-14 andfigure 2-7 display how the alterna-
tives may respond to some of these issue
facets during the first decade.

ISSUE # 8: RIPARIAN

This issue deals with concerns over what
management direction is needed to desig-
nate and protect riparian / wetland areas on
the Forest. It deals with concerns over 1) the
width of streamside management zones, 2)
management direction needed to protect
riparian associated values, including the Loui-
siana pearlshell mussel, and, 3) manage-
ment direction needed for State natural and
scenic streams that traverse national forest
lands. Table 2-15 displays how the alterna-
tives may respond to some of these issue
facets during the first decade. Streamside
protection in table 2-15 includes both ripar-
ian area protection zones and streamside
habitat protection zones.

TABLE 2-14, ISSUE #7 — RECREATION

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence AltA AltB

ORV USE Cl0Sed, % OF FOREST w.vvvvrvvvvrrcs
ORV USe Open, % OF FOREST ...
Top priority trail construction, mes
Recreation capacity *- reasonable, MRvps
Recreation use *- eXpected, MRYDS .v..uvuvrvnns
Recreation-associated jobs to

local communty, PERSON-VEARS w.vvsvsvvvre 429 413

Recreation-associated income to

AltC AtD  ModD AltE AltF

local CoMMUNItY, MVS/ YR vvvvcerrrrrrrnns 105 s 101 o 12 i U 107 s 108 v 109
*Dispersed recreation

TABLE 2-15, ISSUE #8 — RIPARIAN

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence AltA AltB

Streamside protection, M-ACRES ....vuvevever L T— 172

AltC AltD Mod D AltE AltF
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FIGURE 2—-7, ISSUE #7 — FOREST ROS CLASS
ASSIGNIMENTS IN ACRES

Displayed by Alternative
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ISSUE # 9:
FOREST ROADS

ISSUE # 10:
PRESCRIBED
BURNING

ISSUE # 9: FOREST ROADS

This issue deals with concerns over what
management direction is needed to man-
age and maintain the road system on the
Forest and what effects may occur to other
resources. Table 2-16 displays how the al-
ternatives may respond to this issue during
the first decade.

ISSUE # 10: PRESCRIBED BURNING

This issue deals with concerns over what
management direction is needed to achieve
management goals using prescribed fire on
the Forest. More specifically, it deals with
concerns over 1) the extent and seasonal
use of prescribed fire on the general forest,
within the Hmas, within the Kisatchie Hills
Wilderness, and within the wildlife man-
agement preserves; and 2) the use of plow
lines in conjunction with prescribed burn-
ing practices. Table 2-17 and figure 2-8
display how the alternatives may respond
to some of these issue facets during the first
decade.

TABLE 2-16, ISSUE #9 — FOREST ROADS

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence AltA

Primitive and nonmotorized
ROS SSIGNMENIS, M-ACRES ...
Timber local road construction, MILES / YR ...,
Timber local road reconstruction, mies / YR
Timber road construction /
reconstruction Soil 0SS, M-TONS [ YR cvvvvvvvrssvsnn

A

tC AtD  ModD AtE  AltF

TABLE 2-17, ISSUE #10 — PRESCRIBED BURNING

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence AltA

Wilderness wildfires SUPPIESSEA? .....vvvvevsvsvsrrn YES v

Management-ignited prescribed

fire allowed in WldEress? .......cvvivsmssnsesinns (TC—

Lightning-ignited prescribed

fire allowed in WldEress? .......cvvivsmssnsesinns (TC—

Prescribed burning for amenity values,

AltB AlitC AtD  ModD AtE  AltF

............. YES wovvvvnnnns YES wiiiniinns YES v YES wiiiiininnns YES
............... NO wovvivvrerins YES wivviviinnnns YES vovviiiisiinns NO i YES
............. YES vovvvvnnnns YES wivininns YES viviiiiininnns NO civviiiinins YES

release and restoration, M-ACRES / YR .vvevvvveee 85 i 10 (11— A X [ J— 83
Prescribed burning for site

PrEPAration, M-ACRES [ YR wovuvvsvsrssmsnssssrsssnns 2 i K (R A [ YA 1
All prescribed BUrning, M-ACRES /YR .uvvevsesvssmssssses AT s T3 s 101 e X 84 v (| — 84
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FIGURE 2—-8, ISSUE #10

PRESCRIBED BURNING FOR VARYING PURPOSES

Displayed by Alternative and General Purpose
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ISSUE # 11:
SILVICULTURE

ISSUE # 11: SILVICULTURE

This issue deals with concerns over which
silvicultural systems and management prac-
tices should be used on the Forest and what
effects they may have on other resources. It
deals with concerns over 1) use of the un-
even-aged silvicultural system and its ef-
fects, 2) rotation ages, regeneration meth-
ods, and site preparation methods for even-
aged management and its effects, 3) effects
on landscape ecology, 4) methods and prac-

tices for managing bottomland hardwood
and within-stand hardwoods, and, 5) use of
herbicides and their effects on other Forest
resources. Table 2-18 displays how the al-
ternatives may respond to some of these
issue facets during the first decade. Harvests
coming from unsuitable lands are unsched-
uled volumes expected as a result of vegeta-
tion manipulation to meet other resource
objectives. These estimates will fluctuate
from period to period.

TABLE 2-18, ISSUE #11 — SILVICULTURE

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence AltA AltB

Uneven-aged management on

suitable timber lands*, M-ACRES ... K] — A —
Uneven-aged management on

unstitable timber lands, M-ACRES ........ (P PAT
Even-aged management on

suitable timber lands, M-ACRES ... L — 305
Even-aged management on

unstitable timber lands, M-ACRES ........ Ky I— 26 .

Custodial (low-level) timber

MaNAGEMENt, M-ACRES .vvovvvsvvvssisssessssssssssssssssssnes
Site preparation, ACRES / YR wvvveevrrnnns 2,176
Planting, ACRES / YR vvvvvvvvee .
Precommercial thinning, ACRES / YR ....
Chemical release, ACRES [ YR v
Conversion from pine to

mixed forest type, ACRES / YR vvsvrnns [ J— Y~

Conversion to longleaf pine

forest type, ACRES I YR vvervsrvvsns 2102 43

AltC AltD Mod D AItE AltF

1414
1,406.
w11

*Uneven-aged management for Alternative A occurs in longleaf stands scattered throughout the HMAs. For the other
alternatives, consolidated landscape-size patches are designated for uneven-aged management.
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ISSUE # 12: WILDLIFE AND FISH neotropical migratory birds; 3) management

direction for the spatial arrangement of up-
This issue deals with concerns about the land hardwood species; and 4) the choice of
management direction needed to provide  ecological and management indicators to
diverse wildlife and fish habitat on the Forest. effectively monitor habitat health and re-
Specifically, it deals with concernsover 1)the ~ sponse to management on the Forest. Table
direction for the two wildlife management  2-19 and figures 2-9 through 2-16 display

preserves; 2) habitat management direction how the alternatives may respond to some of ISSUE # 12
for game and nongame species, including these issue facets during the first decade. WILDLIEE
AND FISH

TABLE 2-19, ISSUE #12 — WILDLIFE AND FISH

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence AltA AltB AltC AltD Mod D AltE AltF

Percent of Forest in Ha
Percent of Huas in tentative foraging
RCW papulation objective, clusters
Even-aged component of wildlife

management preserves, % L 82 i 2. A F 5. W15 s 12
Streamside habitat protection, u-Acres L S L JC [/ AL ALY 189
Hardwood emphasis (hardwood forest type

and streamside habitat), u-Acres . 136 v 187. 198. 22... L/ 2— VAT 23
Quality habitat for deer, m-AcRes
Quality habitat for turkey, M-ACRES v.v.v..

Quality habitat for quail, w-Acres .
Quality habitat for TOX SQUITTE], MACRES wvvvvvvsmensvsvsrssmsmsmsssssssssssssene 153 v 20. 236. 228 24 oo 20 o 238
Quality habitat for gray squirrel, M-Acres B S AL 193 187 v YR AT R— 194

MI habitat - longleaf pine, all stages, u-Acres

@5 years 134

@ A5YBAIS v 199
M habitat - shortleaf pine / oak- hmkory, early stages, N-ACRES

@5 years 1. S — [L—— | L— (L 0

Ly 3. R KJ— K LY 9 s 1
MI habitat - shortleaf pine / oak- h|ck0ry, mid-late stages, w-AcRes

@5 years 17

@ A5YBAIS v, U..
M habitat - mixed hardwood- Ioblolly pine, early stages, M-AcRes

@5 years 56..... 86 P4 B3 i A 82 i 28

@ A5 YBAIS oot 4.. 2 B B vt [N 15 i 8
M habitat - mixed hardwood- Ioblolly pine, mic-late st ages M-ACRES

@5 years 320 262 s 225 it PLY PLY S 250 v 28

@45vears ... et 308 w28 235 i P4 P& (I 2 i 239
M habitat - riparian, small streams, w-AcRes

@5 years 3. [ I—— R L L — I 9%

@45vears ... et 3. [ I—— 92 L 85.... R I— 9%
M habitat - riparian, large streams, m-Acres

@5 years Q.. R 101.... L — 9. 96 v 9%

@45vears ... et Q.. T 102 L — (7 — 96 v 9%

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 2-49
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FIGURE 2-10, HABITAT CHANGES EXPECTED FOR

MANAGEMENT INDICATORS, BY ALTERNATIVE

Longleaf Pine, All Stages
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FIGURE 2-11, HABITAT CHANGES EXPECTED FOR

MANAGEMENT INDICATORS, BY ALTERNATIVE

Shortleaf Pine / Oak-Hickory, Early Stages

Il @5 Years [ ] @45 Years
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FIGURE 2-12, HABITAT CHANGES EXPECTED FOR

MANAGEMENT INDICATORS, BY ALTERNATIVE

Shortleaf Pine / Oak-Hickory, Mid-Late Stages

Il @5 Years [ ] @ 45Years
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FIGURE 2-13, HABITAT CHANGES EXPECTED FOR

MANAGEMENT INDICATORS, BY ALTERNATIVE

Mixed Hardwood-Loblolly Pine, Early Stages

Il @5 Years [ ] @ 45Years
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FIGURE 2-14, HABITAT CHANGES EXPECTED FOR

MANAGEMENT INDICATORS, BY ALTERNATIVE

Mixed Hardwood-Loblolly Pine, Mid-Late Stages

Il ©5Years [ ] @ 45Years

300

250 —

2001 - - - - - - -

150 - - - - - - ]

THOUSANDS OF ACRES
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ALTERNATIVE

FIGURE 2-15, HABITAT CHANGES EXPECTED FOR

MANAGEMENT INDICATORS, BY ALTERNATIVE

Riparian, Small Streams

Il ©5VYears [ ] @ 45Years
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FIGURE 2-16, HABITAT CHANGES EXPECTED FOR

MANAGEMENT INDICATORS, BY ALTERNATIVE

Riparian, Large Streams

Il @5 Years [ ] @45 Years
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FOREST HEALTH 125
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ISSUE # 13: FOREST HEALTH and the reduction of high hazard southern
pine beetle stands respond to this issue.

This issue deals with concerns over the im-  Table 2-20 displays how the alternatives

provement of forest health on the Forest, may respond to some of these issue facets

especially protection from insects and dis- during the first decade.

eases. The restoration of natural landscape
communities, predominantly longleaf pine,

TABLE 2-20, ISSUE #13 — FOREST HEALTH

Displayed by Consequence and Alternative

Consequence AltA AltB AltC AltD Mod D AltE AltF

Native longleaf landscape

reStoration, ACRES / YR ..ovvvevrsevssen 2102 43, 349 ., 1,634 .. FVE T X J— 631
High-hazard sps stands*
harvested, M-ACRES | YR vvovvvervesersren K1\ — 41 s (L — A [ [ J— 09

* Yellow pine forest types, 50 years or older, with basal areas greater than or equal to 120 square feet per acre.
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Affected Environment

INTRODUCTION
PURPOSE

Chapter 3 describes the existing environ-
ment of the areas affected by the alterna-
tives. Descriptions include physical, biologi-
cal, social and economic characteristics. This
chapter should help reviewers understand
the effects of implementing each alternative
describedin Chapter 2. Alsoiitis the base line
for the environmental consequences pre-
sented in Chapter 4.

ORGANIZATION

Chapter 3 begins with a description of the
Forest Service National Hierarchical Frame-
work of Ecological Units, and its use and
importance to resource planning. The loca-
tion of the Kisatchie National Forest within
the broadest scales of the hierarchy is briefly
described. This is followed by a more de-
tailed description of the Forest at subre-
gional and landscape scales.

ECOSYSTEM
MANAGEMENT AND
ECOLOGICAL CLASSIFICATION

In 1992 the Forest Service committed to
using an ecological approach to manag-
ing national forests and grasslands. This
concept, termed ecosystem management,
focuses on blending the needs of people
with management that will sustain forest
ecosystems (Robertson, 1992).

A critical first step in planning and imple-
menting the ecosystem management con-
cept was the development of a consistent
approach to ecosystem classification and
mapping (McNab and Avers, 1994). As a result, a
nationwide effort was undertaken to devel-
op a system for classifying ecological units.

Ecological classification is a system by
which land and water at various scales are
classified and stratified through integrating
information about geology, landform, soils,

water, vegetation, and climate. These classi-
fications represent homogeneous units hav-
ing similarities among their resource capa-
bilities and relationships.

In 1993 the Forest Service completed the
development of the National Hierarchical
Framework of Ecological Units. This hierarchy
then became a tool to provide a more eco-
logical and scientific basis in implementing
ecosystem management (Ecomap, 1993).

In resource planning, this hierarchy is
useful for:

Evaluating the inherent capability of land
and water resources.

Predicting changes occurring over time.
Evaluating effects of management.
Allocating land to management areas.
Selecting the appropriate management
indicators.

Discussing and analyzing ecosystems and
biodiversity at multiple scales.

Inresolvingissues, the hierarchy improves
our ability to describe desired future condi-
tions for management areas in terms of
ecosystem composition, structure, and func-
tion. Itis used in this Chapter to describe the
affected environment. In Chapter 4 it pro-
vides an ecological context for a more spe-
cific and sensitive effects analysis.

DESCRIPTIONS OF
ECOLOGICAL UNITS

The national hierarchy is comprised of four
planning and analysis scales: ecoregions, sub-
regions, landscape, and land units. The scales
are further divided into domains, divisions,
provinces, sections, subsections, landtype as-
sociations, landtypes, and landtype phases.
These are detailed in table 3-1, displayed on
the following page.

Louisiana and the Kisatchie National For-
est lie within the Humid Temperate Do-
main, the Subtropical Division, and the
Outer Coastal Plain Mixed Forest, South-
eastern Mixed Forest, and Lower Missis-

INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

ORGANIZATION

ECOSYSTEM
MANAGEMENT
AND ECOLOGICAL
CLASSIFICATION

DESCRIPTIONS
OF ECOLOGICAL
UNITS
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sippi Riverine Forest Provinces. This is illus-
trated by figure 3-1.

Figure 3-2 on page 3-4 displays the
provinces, sections, and subsections in Louisi-
ana. The Kisatchie National Forest falls within
the three provinces occurring in Louisiana.

The Outer Coastal Plain Mixed Forest
Province contains most of the Forest — 94
percent. Within that province, the Forest
falls into the Coastal Plains and Flatwoods,
Western Gulf Section; and the Western Coastal
Plains Subsection. The Coastal Plains and
Flatwoods, Western Gulf Section, is segre-
gated from the rest of the province at the
Mississippi River. This is because of the bio-
logical barrier created by the river. It is also
due to the variation occurring on the west-
ern fringe of this broad vegetation region.
The Western Coastal Plains Subsection con-
sists of the rolling hills of west-central Loui-
siana and portions of east Texas. Although
the uplands of this area were historically
dominated by longleaf pine communities
typical to acidic loams, they included signifi-
cant areas of shortleaf pine / oak-hickory on
less acid, clayey soils; mixed hardwood-
loblolly pine on stream terraces, and riparian
forest on alluvial floodplains.

Five percent of the Forest lies within the
Southeastern Mixed Forest Province. This
province is that portion of the southern gulf
coastal plain immediately adjacent to and
inland from the Outer Coastal Plain Mixed
Forest Province. In this province, the Forest
falls within Mid Coastal Plains, Western Sec-
tion and the South Central Arkansas Subsec-
tion. The Mid-Coastal Plains, Western Sec-
tion is also split from the rest of the province
at the Mississippi River because of the bio-
logical barrier created by the river and the
variation occurring on the western fringe of
this broad vegetation region. The South
Central Arkansas Subsection includes the
rolling hills of northwestern Louisiana, por-
tions of east Texas, and Southern Arkansas.
The predominant forest canopy was a mix-
ture of shortleaf and loblolly pines, upland
oaks, and hickories.

TABLE 3-1, FOREST SERVICE HIERARCHICAL FRAMEWORK

National Hierarchy of Ecological Units

Planning and Ecological Purpose, Objectives, General
Analysis Scale Units and General Use Size Range
Ecoregion
Global Domain Broad applicability for modeling and Millions to tens of
ax sampling, strategic planning and thousands of
Continental Division assessment, and square miles
ax international planning
Regional Province
Subregion Section Strategic, multiforest, statewide, and Thousands to tens
X multiagency analysis and assessment of square miles
Subsection
Landscape Landtype association Forest, area-wide planning, Thousands to
and watershed analysis hundreds of acres
Land Unit Landtype Project and management Hundreds to less
X area planning and analysis than ten acres
Landtype phase

3-2 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Source: ECOMAP, 1993.



KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST CHAPTER 3

One percent of the Forest is within the

Lower Mississippi Riverine Forest Province.
This province consists of floodplains and low

terraces of the Mississippi River, south of its

confluence with the Ohio River. Within this

province, the Forest falls within the Missis- Domain
sippi Alluvial Basin Section and the Red River

Alluvial Plain Subsection. The Mississippi Al-

luvial Basin Section includes the relatively

level bottomland and backswamps created

by the meandering belts of the Mississippi,

Red, and Arkansas Rivers. Soils are fertile and

productive. The Red River Alluvial Plain Sub-

section contains the recent alluvium and

natural levees confined to the bottomlands

and backswamps associated with the Red

River of central Louisiana. The original over-

story vegetation was dominated by species

associated with bottomland hardwood for-

ests and cypress-tupelo swamps.

Humid Temperate Domain

Division

Subtropical Division

Province

A\ Outer Coastal Plain
Mixed Forest

B Southeastern
Mixed Forest

C Lower Mississippi
Riverine Forest

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 3-3

Source: Hierarchy of ecoregions at a range of scales, R.G. Bailey, 1994.
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FIGURE 3—-2, PROVINCES, SECTIONS, AND SUBSECTIONS

Ecological Divisions of Louisiana

Note: All of the bolded
text displayed in the
listing below describes
the ecological units
which apply within the
lands of the Kisatchie
National Forest.

231Ed

232Fb

231......... Southeastern Mixed Forest Province
BIE Mid Coastal Plains, Western Section

P I1: South Central Arkansas Subsection
2lEC..... .Quachita Alluvial Valley Subsection
231Ed ... .. Sabine Alluvial Valley Subsection 0F i Coastal Plains and Flatwoods, Western Gulf Section
P11 T South Central Arkansas Flatwoods Subsection B0Fa... Western Coastal Plains Subsection
2300 ... Southwest Flatwoods Subsection
232....... Outer Coastal Plain Mixed Forest Province 230F¢..... Lower Sabine Alluvial Valley Subsection
232 i Coastal Plains and Flatwoods, Lower Section 232Fe.... Piney Woods Transition Subsection
................... Fragipan Loam Hills Subsection
..Southern Loessial Plains Subsection 234........ Lower Mississippi Riverine Forest Province
. Southern Deep Loess Hills and Bluffs Subsection 2307 o Mississippi Alluvial Basin Section

........ Southern Loam Hills Subsection

Florida Coastal Lowlands (Western) Section

........ Gulf Coastal Flatwoods, Bays, and Barrier Islands Subsection
Louisiana Coast Prairies and Marshes Section

........ Gulf Coast Prairies Subsection

.. Gulf Coast Marshes and Inland Bays Subsection

.. Lake Ponchartrain Subsection

..Gulf Coast Bays and Islands Subsection

................... Lake Borgne, Sounds and Islands Subsection

Baton Rouge Terrace Subsection
Atchafalaya Alluvial Plain Subsection
Mason Ridge Subsection

Red River Alluvial Plain Subsection
Bastrop Ridge Subsection

Opelousas Ridge Subsection

Teche Terrace Subsection

3-4 FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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CHAPTER 3

GENERAL FOREST SETTING

The general forest setting discussion pro-
vides a more detailed description of the
Forest at the subregional scale (section /
subsection levels) of the hierarchy. Compo-
nents described include the physical environ-
ment, biological environment, land use and
improvements, social and economic environ-
ment, and commodity production. A discus-
sion of the Forest at the landscape scale
(landtype association level) follows the gen-
eral forest setting descriptions.

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
CLIMATE
Background

Climate is fundamental in the development
of theforest environmentand, consequently,
affects forest management. Climatic factors
bear strongly upon vegetation patterns and
growth, animal habitats, and soil develop-
ment. Recreation experiences and opportu-
nitiesare alsoinfluenced by climate. Weather
patterns influence the distribution of air-
borne particles and compounds, hence, the
air quality of the Forest and surrounding
communities. Weather patterns also dictate
rainfall distribution and the frequency and
intensity of storm events. Road construction
and maintenance, timber harvesting and
reforestation, prescribed burning, and many
other forest management activities may be
affected by weather conditions.

Current conditions

The climate of the Forest is considered sub-
tropical. Weather here is highly variable. It is
affected alternately by flows of cold dry air
moving southward and by warm moist air
moving northward off the Gulf of Mexico.
Transitions from one flow to another fre-
quently bring significant, sometimes abrupt,
weather changes. Summer temperatures
range from 85°F. to 95°r. during the after-
noon, and 65°. to 75°. in the early morn-
ing. The winters are generally mild, and only
rarely are there days when the temperature
fails to rise above freezing. Average winter
temperatures range from 55°r. to 65°r. in the
afternoon, and from 40°r. to 50°. in the
early morning hours. The annual tempera-
ture in the Forest averages about 68°F., and

the mean relative humidity is about 74 per-
cent. Prevailing winds blow from the south
or southeast, making the influence of moist
gulf air a dominant factor.

Rainfall, mainly in the form of showers,
occurs on about 2 of every 7 days through-
out the year. The annual rainfall averages
about 59 inches. During the rainy season
from December to March, the average rain-
fall is 28 inches. Annual summer precipita-
tion, June through September, is approxi-
mately 16 inches. Rainfall is generally brief
butintensein summer, with lesser intensities
and greater duration during the winter. The
measured pH of rainfall in central and north-
ern Louisiana averages 4.8. In the winter, the
Forest has a high water table, generally
within 3 feet of the surface. In the summer,
the water table is usually more than 6 feet
beneath the surface.

Hurricane season is from June through
November. Hurricanes or tropical storms
with the potential to reach central and north-
ern Louisiana generally occur from August
to mid-October. Rainfall amounts vary with
the storms, ranging from a trace to a record
22 inches for a 3-day period in 1922. Mod-
erate to severe flooding is sometimes associ-
ated with these storms.

Tornadoes can develop any time of the
year, but the primary season is from March
toMay. Their occurrence is mostcommonin
April. A second tornado season takes place
from November to January. Intense, local-
ized rainfall is often associated with these
storms. March to May is the season when
extensive thunderstorms with rainfall
amounts exceeding 10 inches per storm is
often seen.

Future trends

TheForest Service sees global climatic change
as a potentially serious resource situation.
This is recognized in the RPA Assessment of
the Forest and Rangeland Situation of the
United States—1993 Update (Usba, 1994).

There are many unanswered questions
concerning this worldwide issue. According
to the 1994 Report of the Forest Service,
research is being conducted nationally and
internationally to assess the impacts of cli-
mate change on the health and productivity
of forest ecosystems. At this time the im-
pacts to forest ecosystems that are brought
about by climatic change and variability
remain undetermined.

GENERAL
FOREST
SETTING

PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT

CLIMATE
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AIR

AIR
Background

As with climate, air influences the scenic and
recreational qualities of the Forest and its
neighboring communities. It also directly
affects forest ecosystems.

In 1977 the Clean Air Act amendments
established 3 classes of air quality, to protect
visibility and other air quality-related values
from significant deterioration in designated
areas. Class | air quality standards are the
strictest in the country. The Act designated
national wilderness areas of more than 5,000
acres as mandatory Class | if they existed as
of August 7, 1977, the date of the Act. All
remaining national forest lands were desig-
nated as Class II.

The only wilderness on the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest is Kisatchie Hills, established in
1980. All lands on the Forest are therefore
categorized as Class Il areas.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agen-
cy (era) was given the authority for air
quality protection with the provision to
delegate this authority to the State as ap-
propriate under U.S. law. The Louisiana
Department of Environmental Quality (LDEQ)
has been delegated most of the authority
for air quality protection in Louisiana. How-
ever, the State Forester’s office coordinates
all prescribed burning in the State. Louisi-
ana has developed a set of voluntary smoke
management guidelines for this voluntary
program.

Current conditions

The LDEQ considers the entire Forest to meet
all national ambient air quality standards
(standards) as set by the era.

Smokefrom prescribed burning and wild-
fires causes the most noticeable impact to air
quality. This is a temporary condition to
which the Forest as well as other state and
federal agencies, industry, and private land-
owners contribute.

Forest Service prescribed burning is
planned, scheduled, and conducted to mini-
mize air quality impacts and smoke intru-
sions into smoke-sensitive areas.

To minimize impacts from smoke the
Forest uses acombination of the State guide-
lines and the smoke screening process de-
veloped by the Southern Forest Fire Labora-
tory at Macon, Georgia, and published in

the Southern Forestry Smoke Management
Guidebook (UsDA Forest Service Technical Report
SE-10, December 1976).

Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns
in diameter, known as PmM2.5, is the wood
smoke pollutant of concern. There are stan-
dards for PM2.5. When Forest Service smoke
screening guidelines are followed no off-site
violation of standards should occur. For ad-
ditional information on prescribed burning
and fire in general, see the following section
on Fire.

It is estimated that the average natural
background visibility range for the eastern
United States varies from 65 to 121 miles.
The average annual standard visual range
(svr) for the Kisatchie National Forest is
estimated to be 18 miles. Visibility is poorest
in the summer (15 miles svr) and greatest in
the spring (20 miles svr). The bulk of this
visibility reduction is due to man-made sul-
fur emissions.

Some 1970’s monitoring in Grant Parish
indicated that ozone levels might be ex-
ceeding standards. As a result, era required
further monitoring to demonstrate that the
parish was within acceptable ozone levels.
The monitoring site was established at the
Catahoula Ranger District work center. The
LbEQ completed monitoring in 1993. The erA
in February of 1993 gave the LbEQ permission
to stop monitoring because the standards
had not been exceeded.

Grant Parish was declared an attainment
area with limited maintenance for ozone on
October 17, 1995 by the era. With limited
maintenance there are no emission limits
set. The Forest Service has made the appro-
priate conformity determination as required
by the Clean Air Act amendments of 1990.

While being less than the standards, the
ozone concentrations measured at the
Catahoula work center were of sufficient
potential to affect vegetation. Ozone is the
most widespread air pollutantin the United
States, causing more plant damage than
any other (Skelly, 1987).

Future trends

Levels of prescribed burning may increase in
thefuture. Smoke from prescribedfire, ozone
levels, and other air pollutants continue to
be issues.

While all of the Kisatchie National Forest
is considered within acceptable levels, air
pollutants could still affect Forest resources.

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
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Impacts on aquatic and terrestrial resources
have been observed even at concentrations
within acceptable standards. Interagency
cooperation should be encouraged to pro-
vide the research necessary to remove the
unknowns concerning air quality and forest
ecosystem interactions. Monitoring of forest
health would be needed to assess ozone
effects and the present health of the Forest
as well as long-term trends.

GEOLOGY, TOPOGRAPHY AND SOILS
Background

Along with climate, geology plays a primary
role in defining the Forest environment.
Deposition and weathering of geologic ma-
terial over time has produced the Forest’s
topography and landscapes as well as its soil
parent material. The recharge potential of
aquifers is indicated by surface geology.

The Forest’s topography ranges from hilly
to undulating on the uplands, and level on
stream terraces and floodplains. Elevations
range from 80 feet above mean sea level
(msL) in floodplains to 200 to 425 feet above
msL in the Kisatchie Hills. The central Louisi-
ana area slopes generally southward to the
Gulf of Mexico.

The terraces and plains in the southern
and central portions of the Forest consist of
Pleistocene terrace deposits. Tertiary sedi-
ments of the Catahoula, Vicksburg, Jackson,
Claiborne, Cockfield, and Cook Mountain
formations make up the upland hills of the
Forest’s northern portions. Miocene sedi-
ments of the Fleming formation occur in
outcrops and in thin belts paralleling drain-
ages. Recent Holocene alluvial deposits are
located in river and stream floodplains.

Soils are a fundamental component of
the Forest environment. They are generally
considered nonrenewable resources because
of the length of time required for their
formation. The diverse soils on the Forest
were produced by the interaction of climate,
living organisms, geologic parent material,
relief, and landscape position.

Current conditions

Most soils in the Forest are highly weath-
ered, acidic, and have low nutrient status.
Their productivity is generally high, how-
ever, because they are generally deep with
high available moisture. Soil productivity for

any plant species depends on the plant’s
requirements relative to such properties as
available water, nutrients, pH, drainage, tex-
tures, and landscape position.

In general, deep alluvial soils are the most
productive for most pine and hardwood tree
species and many midstory and understory
plant species. Dry sandy upland soils and
soils with restricted rooting depths — such
as Kisatchie soils — are the least productive
for many plant species. However, these soils
may favor the establishment of species which
require less competition, such as longleaf
pine.

Erosion and compaction can adversely
affect the productivity of soils. Most of the
Forest’s soils can be compacted to a degree
potentially degrading their ability to pro-
duce optimum growth.

The Forest’s soils have been intensively
classified and mapped according to the cri-
teria for Order Il soil surveys. These soil
surveys identify soil properties which are
used to determine soil suitability for a variety
of management practices and to indicate
necessary mitigation. Soil properties also
indicate ecological potential.

Standards and guidelines have been de-
veloped to reduce or mitigate the potential
impacts of soil erosion or compaction. Ero-
sion control guidelines generally set forth
time frames, methods for revegetation of
disturbed sites, and erosion control prac-
tices based on erosion potential. To over-
come the compaction problems related to
certain management activities, guidelines
associated with compaction and rutting po-
tential identify time periods and soil mois-
ture conditions when the soil can support
specific practices and methods.

Future trends

Continued demand is anticipated for many
forest resources that depend on soil produc-
tivity. Future productivity could be influ-
enced by the effects of management prac-
tices. Accelerated surface soil erosion and
excessive compaction would be expected to
continue as management concerns.

GEOLOGY,
TOPOGRAPHY
AND SOILS
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FIGURE 3-3, WATERSHEDS OF

KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST RANGER DISTRICTS
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FIGURE 3-3, WATERSHEDS OF

KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST RANGER DISTRICTS
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WATER
Background

The Kisatchie National Forest lies within 2
water resource regions: the lower Mississippi
and the Arkansas-Red-White. The Forest lies
within 3 water quality management basins:
the Calcasieu River Basin, the Ouachita River
Basin, and the Red River Basin. The Forest
contains 35 watersheds within these drain-
age basins. This information is displayed in
figure 3-3.

Kisatchie
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Horsehead

Legend

State Scenic Streams

Cross-hatching indicates
areas containing Louisiana
Pearlshell mussel tributaries
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Unit
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Calcasieu
District
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Ten Mile
Creek

Spring
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uUnit

Current conditions
Water quality

The essential water quality parameters for
streams within the Forest are measured chlo-
rides, sulfates, total dissolved solids, dis-
solved oxygen, the pH factor, temperature,
and fecal coliform. See table 3-2 on page 3-
10. Data collected by the U.S. Geological
Survey and the Forest Service show almost
all the Forest’s surface water meeting or
exceeding standards set for recommended

WATER

Water quality
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stream uses. Surface water failing to meet
quality standards is found in areas whose
watersheds are degraded. Areas of such land
would continue receiving treatment during
this planning period.

The numerical criteria for water quality
parameters depend on stream classification.
Water originating on or passing through the
Forest generally has met the numerical crite-
ria for these parameters. Fecal coliformis the
parameter most commonly exceeded. This
generally occurs after periods of long in-
tense rains which flush watersheds. Values
return to normal within a few days after rain.
The source of fecal coliform is unknown.
Total dissolved solids and chlorides have run
high in watersheds with energy mineral ex-
traction activities, as compared to those
where there is no mineral activity, but have
not exceeded stream standards.

The primary Forest areas contributing dis-
proportionate amounts of sediment are the
Kisatchie District’s Kisatchie soils, military use
areas with severely disturbed surfaces, roads,
and borrow and gravel pits. Attempts to re-
duce the sediment yields from these areas are
continuing.

Sedimentation resulting from channelin-
stability and increased runoff contributes to
overall coastal plains sediment yield. No
data indicates what portion of the sediment
load in surrounding streams is caused by on-
site erosion and what percentage is caused
by channelinstability. By implementing miti-

gation measures of the standards and guide-
lines, sediment resulting from surface ero-
sion can be held to acceptable levels.

Table 3-3 indicates the degree of support
for designated uses of waterbody
subsegments with watersheds on the Forest
as indicated by the Louisiana Department of
Environmental Quality (LbeQ) Water Quality
Inventory assessment. This report and table
provide the status of stream water quality
management subsegments for the State’s
non-point source pollution program. De-
gree of support is based on values obtained
at monitoring stations for nine water quality
parameters. These values are compared with
established criteria to determine support for
designated uses. According to LbEQ monitor-
ing, Kisatchie Bayou fails to meet designated
uses. It is the only stream on the Forest
monitored by Lpbeq. Fecal coliform, low pH,
total dissolved solids, and turbidity are the
problems. Sources and causes of the failure
to meet standards are undetermined. The
“not supporting” designations of other
streams are believed to be caused by down-
stream or off-Forest sources.

Louisiana’s Unified Watershed Assessment
is based on existing information from LpeQ’s
biennial Water Quality Inventory assessment.
The LpeEQ assessment designates the water
quality degree of support for designated
uses of each waterbody subsegment. The
information from each subsegment and as-
sociated watershed was aggregated to as-

TABLE 3—2, WATER QUALITY PARAMETERS

= = = = g2 =
- = 5 £ = ) = 2
= 8 £ s g S 8 = 2 £
S = 2 2 = e g =
[&) D a o = o = — —
FOTESE AVETAZR .ooovvevenvssnrssmsssmsssssssssssesssssesssens R [ U— T 59 i 164 ...... W 46
Range of State Water
Quality Standards (Jow) -2 | 9 v 2. B.0 v 200 e R | L]
Range of State Water
Quality Standards (high) 2 1) S L) — 3o 95.. 32000 max 35 .. . 500

/" Range based on water quality standards for Louisiana streams in the Ouachita, Red River, and Calcasieu River Basins.

2| State water quality standards apply to all state waters. Natural waters may have characteristics outside the limits established by those criteria.
8/ Ten percent of the total samples taken in any 30-day period cannot exceed this limit.
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TABLE 3—-3, DEGREE OF SUPPORT FOR

DESIGNATED USES OF WATERBODY SUBSEGMENTS

Waterbody
Subsegment  Stream/Waterbody PCR SCR FWP ONR Comments
0302102 v Calcasieu River (Devils Swamp) ....... e ——————— Fon Fron S F
030502 v Whiskey Chitto Creek (Drakes Creek) ....... Fon Fron S F
030503 ..o East and West Forks, Six-Mile Creek
030504 ... East and West Forks
Six-Mile Creek (BIg BIUSNY) .vvvevsvsvssmsmssssssssmmmsmsmssssssmsmsssssssssssnns F s P F i, F
030505 L 0 T N SE Y L F
030506 Bundicks Creek .......
0602101 v SPIING CIBEK v N P F . P o 1
060208 ... Bayou Beouf N.. W1
080607 ...vvvrrree Comey Bayou S F
080608 Corney Lake F
080609 Comey Bayou [ F
080610 Middle Fork Bayou D'Arbonne .......... e ———————— N Froe R P
081401 Upper Dugdemona River ........ N Fron F.. W1
081402 ... Lower Dugdemona River ........ P o Fron F.. W1
1150 — Little River s — N Fron P o I 1
1L/ — Bear Creek ...... - P P o N
081606 Fish Creek ....... Fon Fron S F
081608 Big Creek .. Fo Fro S F
100501 Dorcheat Bayou WP Fron N.. W2
Flat Lick Creek,
Cooley Branch,
100503 v Caney Cregk ....... Fon Fron F
100504 ..o Caney Lakes ....... Fon Fron F
100702 vovvvvvrren Black Lake Bayou ....... r—— P o P N.. 2
Antoine Creek,
100801 Saline Bayou ....... R Fron T S 1
100802 Saline Lake ....... Fon Fro F
100901 ..o Nantachie Creek Fo Fro F
101201 v CaneRiver ....... Fon Fro F
Bayou Cypre,
Horsehead Creek,
101103 L IR | BN DI LR N
101201 Cotile Lake .......
101301 Bayou Rigolette ...
101302 v latt Lake .1
101303 v latt Creek........
Designated Uses . Degrees of Support Comments
PCR = primary contact recreation F = fully supporting 1= source of impairment off-Forest
SCR = secondary contact recreation P = partially supporting 2= stream not on Forest
FWP = fish and wildlife propagation N = not supporting

ONR = outstanding natural resource

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 3-11
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Ground water

Water quantity

sign a watershed category to the larger U.S.
Geologic Survey 8-digit Hydrologic Unit Code
(Huc) watershed. Since most restoration and
implementation projects are located within
smaller watersheds, the State’s subsegment
assessment of degree of support for desig-
nated uses will continue to be utilized in
setting priorities. Additional priority will be
given to watersheds containing threatened
and endangered species and/or scenic
streams.

The Lbeg has committed to a schedule for
development of Total Maximum Daily Loads
(tmb), with plans to focus on two or three
river basins a year. For 1998-2000, the tar-
get basins are the Merenteau River Basin,
Vermilion-Teche River Basin, Calcasieu River
Basin, and Ouachita River Basin. The Red
River Basin will be monitored in 2002.

Ground water

Summaries of ground water data accumu-
lated by the U.S. Geological Survey indicate
that most ground water is of sufficient qual-
ity for domestic use. The most common
problems are iron, which can cause undesir-
able stains; and hydrogen sulfide gas, which
produces an objectionable odor.

In central Louisiana, freshwater is con-
tained in Eocene, Miocene, Pliocene, and
Pleistocene sands. Sources of recharge are
rain falling on outcrop areas and downward
seepage of rainfall through permeable over-

lying Pleistocene and recent deposits. Most
of the upland areas on the Forest which
contain deep well-drained soils have a high
aquifer recharge potential.

The capacities of well fields depend upon
aquifer characteristics and the efficiency of
well construction and development. Spe-
cific well capacities range from a low of 0.7
gallon per minute per foot (cPm / FT) to a
high of 18.0 ecpm / r1. Coefficients of trans-
missibility range from 1,400 to 60,000 gal-
lons per day per square foot (cPp / sQ FT),
with an average of 16,000 in Miocene aqui-
fers to 1,000 to 2,000 cprD / sq FT in Pleis-
tocene aquifers.

Water quantity

The average surface yield from the 35 sub-
watersheds is approximately 896,287 acre-
feet annually, which is approximately 1.5
acre-feet for each national forest acre. This
total volume varies annually, depending on
climatic conditions and management prac-
tices within the sub-watershed.

Little surface water in this area is used for
domestic and industrial purposes. Ground
water is used for municipal water supplies.
The primary consumptive use of surface
water is for livestock and wildlife. The pri-
mary in-stream, non-consumptive users are
fisheries and recreation.

The total consumptive and non-consump-
tive use of surface and ground water on or

TABLE 3—-4, MUNICIPAL WATER SOURCES

ON THE KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST

USER Population Type

City 0f AlBXANGIA v 60,000 ....vvvn Well field

Gardner Community Water ASSN. ... AL Well field

EMC Water SySem INC. ..o.vvevsvsvsvns 6. Well field
West Winn Water System Inc. ... 300 Well field
Red Hill Waterworks InC. .....evvvvvve KT Wellfield

South Grant Water System Inc. ... 1,300 v Well field

Rapides Water District No. 3 5,500 Weir

District Location

.......... Calcasieu ......... T2N, R3W & T2N, RIW & 3N 2w

.......... Calcasieu ......... NW 1/4 Sec. 6, T3N, R3W

.......... Calcasieu .......... E 112, SW 1/4, SW 1/4, Sec. 28, T2N, R3W
.......... WD v SE 112, NW 114, Sec. 34, TLIN, REW
.......... WIN v NW L4, SW 114, SW 114, Sec. 1, TON, R2W

.......... Catahoula.......... W 1/2, NW Sec. 8, TGN, R1W

.Catahoula...... SW 1/4, NW 1/4, Sec. 5, TGN, R1E
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associated with the Forestisroughly 313,295
acre-feet. The Forest administers 7 special-
use permits for municipal water systems,
which utilize nearly 6.8 billion gallons of
water per year. See table 3-4, Municipal
Water Sources on the Forest. The largest
special-use permit is for the City of Alexan-
dria, which demands about 6 billion gallons
annually. All except one of the special uses
are for groundwater systems. Rapides Water
District No. 3 supplies water from Big Creek.
The Big Creek watershed contains about
58,500 acres, most of which is national
forestland. There are approximately 62 miles
of primary transmission water pipelines and
associated rights-of-way. In addition, public
drinking water is supplied at 5 recreation
sites from waterwells on the Forest.

The Forest has not yet determined in-
stream flow requirements. Louisiana is a “Ri-
parian Doctrine” state wherein water rights
are acquired along with riparian land, unless
an instrument of conveyance limits or re-
stricts riparian rights. For this reason, there
should be no problem in obtaining water
rights for in-stream fish, wildlife, and recre-
ation flow requirements. The Forest has ap-
proximately 5,500 miles of stream channels
and 4,500 surface-acres of water.

In general, the 5,500 miles of stream chan-
nel are considered to be intermittent or pe-
rennial streams, in that they have a defined
channel which lies below the ground water
table at least during the wet season. Forest
streams have been classified by order. In
general, order 1 through 3 streams have no
continuous year-round flow. Order 1 streams
may only flow 2 to 3 months out of the year,
whereas order 3 and 4 streams may flow for
6 to 10 months and only stop flowing during
the dry season. Order 5 and higher streams
generally flow continuously year round, ex-
cept during periods of extended drought.
The approximate breakdown of stream chan-
nel by stream order is as follows:

Order 1 — 2,800 miles
Order 2 — 1,300 miles
Order 3 — 700 miles
Order 4 — 300 miles
Order 5 — 200 miles
Order 6 — 50 miles
Order 7 — 50 miles

Floodplains & wetlands

There are roughly 67,000 acres of mapped
alluvial floodplains on the Forest. Additional
acres of relatively narrow floodplains occur
along many smaller streams. These flood-
plains are the flat or level landform on either
side of a stream channel. They consist of
alluvial soils which are hydric, seasonally
wet, or at least occasionally flooded. These
landforms and their associated aquatic and
vegetation communities comprise the ma-
jority of the Forest’s riparian areas. Manage-
ment direction for these areas is aimed at
maintaining orimproving aquatic and ripar-
ian ecosystems and water quality. Minimiz-
ing risks to flood loss and public safety are
additional management concerns on 100-
year floodplains on the Forest.

Of the wetland communities on the For-
est, 9,300 acres have been identified and
mapped as jurisdictional wetlands. Manage-
ment direction for wetlands is focused on
preventing their loss or degradation.

Future trends

The low demand for surface water is ex-
pected to continue. The demand for high-
quality ground water should increase to
serve population and industry growth.

Floodplains & wetlands

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL
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FIRE

Historical perspective

FIRE
Background
Historical perspective

Throughout the gulf coastal plains, fire has
played a key role in the development of
forest ecosystems. Fire influences many com-
ponents of the forest environment — plant
species and communities, insects, parasites
and fungi, and wildlife habitat patterns and
populations. The frequency, duration, in-
tensity, and extent of fires bear on major
ecosystem processes and characteristics such
as nutrient cycling, energy flow, succession,
diversity, productivity, and stability.

Wildfire is among the oldest of natural
phenomena. As a product of lightning, wild-
land fire traces its origin to the early develop-
ment of terrestrial vegetation and the evolu-
tion of the atmosphere. Coal bed fossil evi-
dence of wildfire dates to 345 million years
ago during the Carboniferous Period of the
Paleozoic Era (Pyne, 1982).

Current data indicate that humans en-
tered what is now Louisiana and the fire
scene at least 12,000 years ago. They be-
came another “fire agent” in the Southeast
by exerting influence on the “seasonality,
frequency, intensity, and selectivity” of fire
(Komarek, 1974; Neumann, 1984; Lewis, 1985). Al-
though a growing body of evidence sug-
gests that human-caused fires contributed
greatly to pre-European vegetation commu-
nities and patterns, the full extent of their
effect remains unclear.

Lightning-ignited forest wildfires occurred
prior to the settlers of the historic period,
even before the arrival of Native Americans.

Throughout the United States, lightning
strikes annually average about 10 per square
mile, but produce relatively few fire starts
due to associated rain (wahlenberg, 1946). Dif-
ferential figures, however, are relative to
seasonality for the number of strike-related
fires. Statistics from Florida — the state that
experiences the most thunderstorms per
day (usDA, 1941) — show that lightning fires
there peak in May and June, even though
thunderstorm occurrence is greater in July
and August (Komarek, 1964; Robbins and Myers,
1989). Currently, there are no published ref-
erences for strike-fire seasonal relationships
for the West Gulf Coastal Plain. While ex-
perts cannot draw direct inferences about
local fire seasonality from data from the East
Gulf Coastal Plain, we can say that there are
definite differences between the occurrence
of seasonal lightning strikes and fires caused
by lightning.

Even though relatively few lightning strikes
resulted in fires, these ignitions generally
tended to burn unrestricted over large areas,
especially in pre-horticultural Native Ameri-
can times (about 1000 sc and earlier), be-
cause only river and stream bottoms pro-
vided firebreaks. This situation likely began
to change as Native Americans increased
their dependence on managed food crops,
and the need for larger open areas devoted
to horticulture / agriculture, as well as clear-
ings created by tree removal for housing and
heating purposes (Plog, 1982).

Written records of early European explor-
ers’ observations suggest that by at least
1500 abp, Native Americans across the nation
had cleared tens of millions of acres for crops
(MccCleery, 1994). There is evidence that vast
areas of the North American forest land-

TABLE 3-5, PRESCRIBED BURNING ACCOMPLISHMENT

Displayed Annually by Purpose

1988

Brown-spot

Site prep .ovvnnns 3,308
T & E species....... 6,423
L[ — 12,125

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

.......... 24,524 s 28420 . 24065 ... 25249 ... 4TS
15976 ... 1279 6,253 i
17407 ... 20,868 ......... 15,564 ...
..... 228 s O i 1379,

L68L 1623 s 15 2,592
1135 8,028 ... 9,730 o TAL s 8,425
12,576 v 42,08 ........ 83579 v 99,385......... 72,119

5739 i 3150 4274 ... 2,328 v 74—
............ 5770 00 4.859........ 12,990 ........ 10,989 ..o L1756
.......... 69,991 .o T4,098 o T4 .o 71624 o TL2DT s

1995 1996 1997 1998 Average
39,603..... 17070 ... 42983 ........ 571,728......... 32,909
3,136 3,258 o 1,783 3,469.........10,356
1531 v 10,799 ... 15,207 s 27,616

16,906
. 930

70... 2,053 s 1617......
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scape “...were, at the time of European
contact, open parklike stands shaped by
short-interval, low-intensity fires, often set
purposefully by humans” (Mccleery, 1994).

A remaining question is the regularity of
natural or cultural fire regimes in the prehis-
toric landscape. Without further hard data
we can only say this: early Europeans re-
corded Native Americans burning selected
areas annually, every other year, or in inter-
vals as long as 5 years (williams, 1995). Condi-
tions recorded in the Southeast by early
travelers often depicted open, pine-domi-
nated landscapes that were likely subjected
to frequent, regular fire in order to achieve
an open condition (Kalisz, et al, 1986; Williams,
1989; McCleery, 1994).

So, our information shows numerous rea-
sons for Native American burning: to facilitate
hunting and crop growth and yield, for fire-
proofing areas, insect collection, pest man-
agement, warfare, orfor clearing travelways or
riparian areas (williams, 1995). In contrast, 17th-
to early 20th-Century settlers burned mostly
for land clearing and agriculture.

Regardless of ignition source, fire was a
frequent recurring event that took place on
these landscapes for centuries.

i

it i .r.-
e

Prescribed bu rr:“ning ;

Wildfire suppression

After the turn of the century, fire suppression
efforts affected fire occurrence patterns. In
particular, potentially large stand-replace-
ment fires were generally suppressed at
smaller acreages. Since 1931 average fire
size has remained about the same, even
though the annual total occurrence and
acreage burned have varied considerably.
Significantly, however, since 1931 the total
annual Forest wildfire acreage has decreased
from about 10 percent of the Forest’s total
land area to about 0.2 percent while the
total national forest acreage has increased
fromlessthan 100,000 acres to over 600,000
acres.

Today, 96 percent of all wildfires in the
South result from humans and 4 percent
from lightning. Most fires are of low to
moderate intensity and are suppressed at a
small size. This is a result of frequent and
widespread prescribed burning that keeps
forest fuels at low energy levels, and fire
suppression organizations with mechanized
fire suppression equipment. The majority of
human-caused fires are arson-related, aver-
aging about 70 percent. The largest and
most intense fire in recent history, how-
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Prescribed burning

Wildfire suppression

ever, was probably lightning-caused: 7,500
acres burned within the 8,700-acre Kisatchie
Hills Wilderness in April 1987.

Generally open, parklike stands of mature
timber covered the Forest prior to European
settlement. These stands have gradually been
altered by timber management practices
and fire protection. Much of what was once
natural longleaf pine country is now domi-
nated by stands of loblolly pine. This is due
to extensive fire protection and stand con-
version to faster-growing and easier-to-re-
generate species. These activities have cre-
ated a mosaic landscape of clearings, age
classes, and vegetation patterns.

Historically, prescribed burning has been
the most common management tool used
to reduce dead and live natural fuels, to
prepare sites for planting, and to stimulate
lower plants and forbs for wildlife and range
forage production. Most burning was done
during the winter (dormant) season on the
Forest until 1992, when growing season
burning was introduced.

An aerial ignition technique introduced
recently helps keep per-acre costs at a rea-
sonable level and allows more acres to be
done with fewer persons.

Current conditions
Prescribed burning

Annually the Forest employs prescribed fire
on an average of 72,119 acres, as shown in
table 3-5. Winter prescribed burning has
long been an effective tool for controlling the
hazardous buildup of fine forest fuels (leaves,
pine needles, twigs, limbs, forbs, and grasses)
and for wildlife and range management. To-
day fire is also used during the growing
season to restore natural plant communities
on the landscape, and to manipulate the
floristic composition and structure of selected
forest stands. Growing season burns are now
used to manage certain fire-related forest
communities such as calcareous prairies,
pitcher plant bogs, and red-cockaded wood-
pecker cluster sites. This has increased the
flexibility and effectiveness of prescribed fire
as a tool in the Forest’s many fire-dependent
ecosystems, especially longleaf pine.

Wildfire suppression

Extreme burning conditions on the Kisatchie
are the exception rather than the rule. The
most important reasons for this are the low-
energy ground fuels — primarily grass and
pine needles — frequent rainfall, and a pro-
gram of intensive prescribed burning that
maintains fuels at low hazard levels.

The Forest averages about 83 wildfires
per year, 75 of which are human-caused.
These fires burn an average of 2,505 na-
tional forest and 653 private acres annually.
These figures are based on the previous 5-
year average, 1994-1998.

The response to wildfire on the Forest is
based on resource and property values, threat
to life, fuel types, existing and predicted
weather conditions, safety, other wildfire
activity, and cost effectiveness. Wildfires that
threaten life or property are responded to
immediately. Planned initial attack would
consider the impact of smoke on public
health and welfare. Suppression responses
would be pre-planned and documentedin a
fire action plan. The National Fire Manage-
ment System (NFMaAs) is the tool used in
planning and developing forest fire suppres-
sion direction. Selected suppression re-
sponses would be evaluated for each wildfire
or prescribed natural fire prior to each burn-
ing period. If the response is no longer
consistent with fire management direction
the fire would be suppressed.

Suppression strategies appropriate to
meet management direction range from
direct control, to minimizing acreage burned,
to more indirect methods of containment
and confinement. Surveillance may be ap-
propriate with Forest Supervisor approval.
Wildfires are not managed to accomplish
resource objectives.

A wide variety of techniques and prac-
tices are currently used to minimize resource
loss and suppression costs from wildland
fires. The Forest maintains no detection re-
sources, instead relying on the Louisiana
Office of Forestry to provide detection under
terms set forth in a cooperative agreement
between the two agencies.

The State employs a system of aerial and
fixed detection resources to provide na-
tional forest coverage. Due to the Forest’s
extensive road system and sophisticated com-
munications systems now in widespread use,
Forest visitors, contractors, and permittees
have become a significant part of the total
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detection system. While increased use of the
Forest raises the risk of human-caused fires,
it also contributes to early detection — and
in some cases, suppression of smallfires. The
increasing presence of rural fire departments
also contributes to overall early detection
and suppression of small fires.

The fire organization is equipped with
modern mechanized firefighting equipment,
including tractor-plow units, used for plow-
ing bare-earth firelines around wildfires, and
small engines, some of which use foam.
Helicopters and large air tankers are some-
times used, but are considered less cost-
efficient than a tractor-plow unit.

Tractor-plow units are by far the most
common suppression tool. An exception is
Kisatchie Hills Wilderness, where preferred
methods of suppression emphasize mini-
mum-impact-suppression techniques using
hand tools such as rakes, flaps, axes, shovels,
backpack pumps, and aerial or ground deliv-
ery of water and retardants.

A cooperative agreement and annual fire
action planis maintained with the State. This
agreement specifies initial attack responsi-
bilities for all lands within and directly adja-
cent to the Forest. It also provides for coop-
eration between agencies.

The Forest operates a State coordination
center that is responsible for coordinating
most fire activities for all federal land man-
agementagencies in the State, including the
National Park Service and the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service.

Future trends

The biological effects of fire profoundly in-
fluence the composition, structure, and func-
tion of forest ecosystems. In the prolonged
absence of periodic, low-intensity fire, these
ecosystems would undergo rapid changes
in species composition and structure. These,
in turn, often become predisposing factors
to epidemic insect and disease outbreaks
and severe stand-replacement wildfires. Sus-
taining short-interval fire-adapted ecosys-
tems on the Forest is expected to be a
difficult future challenge.

Prescribed fire, despite concerns about its
use, remains an important, ecologically ap-
propriate management tool. Both natural
fuels and artificially produced management-
activity fuels must be managed over time to
meet long-term resource management ob-
jectives. Artificially produced fuels have been
of little concern, because of the small vol-
ume generated, but may have to be man-
aged in the future. The era states, in their
1998 policy document entitled Interim Air
Quiality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fires,
that while future air quality concerns from
prescribed fire may arise, the era ison record
stating that fire should function, as nearly as
possible, in its natural role in maintaining
healthy wildland ecosystems and to protect
human health and welfare by mitigating the
impacts of air pollutant emissions on air
quality and visibility.

Fire suppression capability remains a vital
cornerstone of the Forest Service mission as
fire-related ecosystems continue to approach
high-risk conditions and as private develop-
ment continues to expand at the wildland-
urban interface.

Expected increasesin the use of the Forest
would provide additional opportunities for
public contact. To maintain the low levels of
human-caused fire, cooperative fire preven-
tion efforts with local fire departments and
the State would continue.
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The next three sections of this chapter dis-
cuss the biological elements of the Kisatchie
National Forest environment. Vegetation,
wildlife, and fish and aquatic organisms col-
lectively represent the Forest’s overall bio-
logical diversity. See Appendix H for scien-
tific names of plants and animals mentioned
in this text.

The maintenance of biological diversity
within the Kisatchie’s planning area is an
important issue to be addressed by decisions
made within its Forest Plan revision. The
implementing regulations of the National
Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFva) re-
quire each national forest to manage its lands
in a manner that will maintain viable popula-
tions of all native and desired nonnative
species in habitats distributed throughout
their geographic range. In this context a
viable population contains an adequate num-
ber of reproductive individuals appropriately
distributed within the planning area to en-
sure the long-term existence of the species.

The Act further requires each national
forest to manage for and maintain a diversity
of plant and animal communities and to
protect critical habitat for appropriate threat-
ened and endangered species (36 CFr 219.27).
Thus, NFMA Management requirements pro-
vide basic direction requiring each national
forest to manage habitats within its plan-
ning area for biological diversity.

Biological diversity may be defined as the
variety of life in an area, including the variety
of genes, species, plant and animal commu-
nities, ecosystems, and the processes through
which individual organisms interact with
one another and their environments. The
biodiversity of central Louisiana prior to Eu-
ropean settlement was a product of climate,
geology, topography, and natural processes.

By managing for the natural diversity of
forest composition, structure, and function at
the appropriate scales, it is assumed that the
needs of the greatest number of species
would be addressed, including those that we
know little or nothing about—such as certain
insects, fungi, and inconspicuous plants. Con-
servation of all species collectively can best be
attained by focusing on ecosystems, land-
scapes, and communities rather than on indi-
vidual species. In recent years this has be-
come known as the coarse-filter approach to

managing for biological diversity.

A goal of the Kisatchie is to ensure the
maintenance or improvement of its native
biological diversity at all levels. Ecosystem
restoration and managementare fundamen-
tal to achieving this goal. One of the most
important aspects to this approach is restor-
ing, maintaining, and / or mimicking eco-
logical processes to the greatest degree prac-
ticable. Examples of important ecological
processes include nutrient cycling, habitat
turnover rates, hydrology, competition, pre-
dation, and a variety of disturbance factors.

The disturbance regimes in an area are
fundamental to shaping landscape vegetation
composition and patterns and subsequently
wildlife habitat conditions. Although natural
disturbances such as floods, wind storms, in-
sect infestations and diseases were important
occurrenceson these landscapes, firefrequency
and intensity appear to be the keystone eco-
logical process shaping life in the west gulf
coastal plain prior to European settlement.

Individual national forests are also re-
quired by NFma regulations to select appro-
priate management indicators (mi) to repre-
sent the wildlife, fisheries, and botanical
resources during the development of a for-
est plan. Management indicators may in-
clude plant or animal species, groups of
species, communities, or special habitats
selected for emphasis in planning and pro-
gram implementation. Priority for mi selec-
tion is given to:

Endangered, threatened, sensitive, and
other rare species for which there is a
viability concern.

Species or groups of species with special
or demanding habitat needs.

Unique or under-represented plant and
animal communities.

Species commonly hunted, fished,
viewed, or photographed.

Species which serve as true ecological
indicators of ecosystem health.

Species or groups of species whose popula-
tion changes are believed to indicate effects
of management activities on other species
of the same major biological community.
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Management indicators which best rep-
resent the issues, concerns, and opportuni-
ties are chosen to provide the basis for
developing desired future condition state-
ments, and the goals and objectives related
to wildlife, fish, and botanical resources.
These are monitored during forest planimple-
mentation in order to assess effects of man-
agement activities on their populations and
the populations of other species with similar
habitat needs which they may represent.

The selection of management indicators
represents a fine-filter approach to multiple-
species management. Within the context of
ecosystem management, a combination of
the coarse-filter and fine-filter approaches to
species management may provide one of
the best overall strategies for the conserva-
tion of biological diversity.

Management indicators representing the
wildlife, fish, and botanical resources of the
Kisatchie are identified in the following sec-
tions of this chapter.

VEGETATION
Background
General vegetation

The subtropical climate and the geology of
the west gulf coastal plain combine to pro-
duce the environment for the flora of the
Kisatchie National Forest. The plants making
up the flora thrive in geologically new land
of Recent and Pleistocene origin toward the
coast and in inland riverine flood plains. To
the north and west, both on and off the
Forest, slightly older Tertiary uplands sup-
port the flora. Like most areas, the Forest
flora contains plant representatives of ad-
joining regions. Coastal plain and tropical
species outnumber western and northern
plants.

Four major landscape communities com-
prise the Kisatchie National Forest. These
forest communities include longleaf pine,
shortleaf pine / oak-hickory, mixed hard-
wood-loblolly pine, and riparian.

Two atlases (MacRoberts 1984, 1988,
1989 and Thomas and Allen 1993, 1996,
1998) provide information on the distribu-
tion of Louisiana flora generally. A Forest
Service database gives a district-by-district
plant distribution list.

Small-scale or inclusional plant commu-
nities, such as hillside bogs, cypress swamps,

sandy woodlands, or calcareous prairies are
found embedded within these major land-
scape forest communities. The Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries’ Natu-
ral Heritage Program currently recognizes
16 natural plant communities on the Forest
— 7 are within the palustrine system and 9
are within the terrestrial. Five publications of
the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and
Fisheries (Grace & Smith, 1995; Williams & Smith,
1995; Hart & Lester, 1993; Martin & Smith, 1991 and
1993) give descriptions of these communi-
ties. Each volume provides a survey and
description of one or two districts of the
Kisatchie’s natural plant communities. These
five documents serve as a basis for the natu-
ral plant community descriptions through-
out this document.

Longleaf pine forests — The longleaf pine
ecosystem was the dominant plant commu-
nity occupying approximately 60-65 per-
cent of what is today the Kisatchie National
Forest. Longleaf pine is the keystone species
in a complex of fire-dependent plant com-
munities. It is estimated that light surface
fires swept through these landscapes once
every 1 to 5 years. This fire frequency was
essential to perpetuation of these communi-
ties (Martin & Smith, 1993). The diverse ground
cover makes longleaf pine ecosystemsamong
the most species-rich plant communities in
the United States.

The original range of the longleaf pine
forests encompassed about 92 million acres,
stretching from southeastern Virginia to east-
ern Texas. Texas and Louisiana were thought
to have had the densest stands over the most
extensive areas (Outcalt 1997). Longleaf pine
has been intensively exploited since colonial
times. Today less than 3.3 million acres of
longleaf forest remain. An approximate own-
ership pattern has been identified as follows:
forestindustry — 18 percent; public lands —
31 percent; and private landowners — 51
percent (Outcalt 1994).

Outcalt (1997), in comparing changes in
forest inventory data from 1985 to 1995
found that the decline of longleaf forest has
continued in Louisiana. While 10 of the 19
parishes in which longleaf was known to
occur still contained detectable amounts of
longleaf forest type, the greatest remaining
amount of longleaf forest type occurs in
Vernon and Beauregard parishes. Although
longleaf forests have remained stable on
public lands in the West Gulf Coastal Plain of
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Louisiana, he noted that forest industry has
less longleaf forest than in 1985 and losses
have also continued from privately owned
lands in Louisiana.

Bridges and Orzell (1989) described in
detail the natural range, floristic composi-
tion, and status of longleaf pine communi-
ties in the West Gulf Coastal Plain. They
recognized the floristic distinctiveness of the
West Gulf Coastal Plain, noting that most
studies of community composition have
compared these longleaf pine communities
to those occurring in the Atlantic and East
Gulf Coastal Plain and considered them flo-
ristic examples of more eastern types of
communities.

Longleaf pine dominates the overstory
on uplands within the longleaf pine plant
community. The generally open or absent
midstory sometimes contains scattered indi-
viduals and clustered groups of scrub oak
stems. The diverse herbaceous ground cover
frequently includes bluestem grasses, panic
grasses, nutrush, sunflowers, golden asters,
partridge pea, milkpea, and bracken fern.

Longleaf pine forest often encompasses
smaller areas of several community types,
including the intertwined riparian forest
along smaller streams and drainages. Small
sites of hardwood slope forest, shortleaf pine
/ oak-hickory forest, and mixed hardwood-
loblolly pine forest occur on mesic sideslopes
and stream terraces within the landscape.
Some areas with deep, sandy soils tending to
droughtiness support unique sandy wood-
land communities.

In addition, areas such as Fleming Glades
on the Evangeline Unit of the Calcasieu
District or the sandstone glades and barrens
of the Kisatchie District dot the Forest. Wet-
land habitats such as hillside bogs, wooded
seeps, and bayhead swamps provide unique
habitats for other plants.

Shortleaf pine / oak-hickory forests — Short-
leaf pine / oak-hickory forests dominated
northern Louisiana as well as large portions
of the Forest — especially to the north.
Approximately 15 to 20 percent of what is
now the Kisatchie National Forest was occu-
pied by these forests. The frequency of fire
was considerably less than in longleaf for-
ests. The estimated pre-European fire fre-
quency for shortleaf pine / oak-hickory for-
ests was once every 5 to 15 years. This fire
regime probably generated open-canopied
mixed pine-hardwood forests (Martin & smith,
1993).

The overstory canopy typically includes
shortleaf pine, southern red oak, black oak,
post oak, persimmon, pignut hickory, black
hickory, and mockernut hickory. The verti-
cally diverse midstory consists of regenerat-
ing overstory species as well as huckleber-
ries, flowering dogwood, hawthorns, french
mulberry, winged elm and other species.
Various species of grasses, asters, golden-
rod, sunflowers, and milkweeds thrive in
open areas with sparse midstories.

Shortleaf pine / oak-hickory forests con-
tain several specialized smaller communi-
ties, including wooded seeps and bayhead
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swamps similar to such areas of the longleaf
pine forest. Also, riparian forest areas weave
through these forests. This mixed-species
forest includes communities of hardwood
slopeforest on smaller sites that have drier or
wetter conditions than the general area.

The calcareous forests and prairies of the
Winn District lie within this community type.
On this District both the Keiffer Prairies and
Tancock Priaries (located west of Packton,
Louisiana) support assemblages of plants,
including several rare species unique to Loui-
siana. Similarly, the sandy woodlands of this
community add much to the diversity of the
Kisatchie's flora.

Mixed hardwood-loblolly pine forests — The
mixed hardwood-loblolly pine forests were
limited in extent within the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest. They occupied approximately
5to 10 percent of the Forest. They generally
occurred on mesic slopes between uplands
and streams, and on broad stream terraces
(second bottoms) along some larger streams.
Low-intensity fires swept through these for-
ests infrequently and probably occurred less
than once every 15 to 20 years.

Overstory species generally include
loblolly pine, white oak, swamp chestnut
oak, water oak, cherrybark oak, laurel oak,
sweetgum, southern magnolia, and beech.
American holly, winged elm, ironwood,
flowering dogwood, eastern hophornbeam,
wild grapes, greenbrier, and coral honey-
suckle typically makeup the midstory. A
variety of ferns, composites, violets, vines,
mosses, lichens, and liverworts grow in the
understory.

Mixed hardwood-loblolly pine forests
support smaller, specialized communities,
including wooded seeps and bayhead
swamps, sandy woodlands, hardwood slope
forests and riparian forest areas.

Riparian forests— Riparian forests comprised
approximately 15 to 20 percent of what is
today the Kisatchie National Forest. The
composition and structure of riparian forests
are largely based upon the frequency, dura-
tion, depth, and timing of periodic flooding
(Martin & Smith, 1993).

Small-stream riparian forests occur on the
annual floodplains of permanent small- to
intermediate-sized streams. The canopy com-
position is a diverse variety of hardwoods
which may include white oak, swamp chest-
nut oak, water oak, laurel oak, pignut hickory,

shagbark hickory, beech, southern magno-
lia, sweetbay, and others. Loblolly pine is
usually present and some shortleaf pine may
also occur.

Where intermediate-sized streams and
their associated floodplains grade into larger
streams and broader floodplains, the ripar-
ian forest overstory may include bottomland
hardwood species such as cherrybark oak,
nutall oak, overcup oak, water oak, willow
oak, water hickory, water ash, water locust,
and sycamore. Bottomland hardwood for-
ests and cypress swamps may occur within
riparian forests.

Ironwood, eastern hophornbeam, swamp
dogwood, wild azalea, American holly and
other small trees and shrubs — as well as
regenerating overstory species — occupy
the midstory. The sparse understory sup-
ports some varieties of ferns, mosses, sedges,
vines, and flowering plants.

Rare plants

Many plants tolerate a wide range of condi-
tions. They therefore occur commonly and
cover wide areas. The plant communities of
the Kisatchie National Forest change as en-
vironmental conditions vary. Changes in
land uses, including fire exclusion, farming,
timbering, and other activities have most
likely altered the abundance of many plant
species on the Forest. Changes in habitat
conditions have caused some plants to be-
come rare, while others have likely always
beenrare and limited to specialized habitats.

Species that survive in extreme habitats
often become rare if habitat conditions
change. Some tolerate life in habitats too
harsh for common plants. Others have
adapted to specific niches in specialized
habitats. Species which grow only in calcar-
eous prairies, for example, depend on spe-
cific soil types, fire regimes, and the ab-
sence of an overstory for their continued
existence, and survive drought better than
woodland herbaceous species. Some plants
are adapted to life on rock outcrops, in
riparian forests, or in sandy woodlands.
Certain species have specific survival re-
quirements that can be satisfied only by
bogs with wetland soils.

While these plants survive under harsh
conditions, they often cannot tolerate
changes in their habitat. For example, if a
road altered the water flow into a bog,
causing the bog to dry out, the habitat could

Rare plants
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be changed to the extent that upland plants
invade the bog, displacing the wetland spe-
cies. When humans modify these habitats
over wide areas, such plants become even
more scarce.

In order to thrive, some rare plant species
may depend on the disturbance created by
fire. Fire reduces competition because it kills
some species. To effectively seed-in and grow,
many herbaceous plants native to the longleaf
ecosystem need fire-created open spaces that
have been bared to mineral soil. Decades of
effective fire suppression have limited the
open spaces these plants need, thereby caus-
ing them to drift toward rarity.

Exotic pest plants

The number of plant species growing in
Louisiana has increased dramatically (by 25
percent) since the time of Columbus. Tho-
mas and Allen (1993, 1996, 1998) reported 3,249
plants for Louisiana, including 2,423 native
kinds and 826 introduced ones. The intro-
duced species category includes the follow-
ing types: 1) naturalized exotics not native
to the southeastern United States, acciden-
tally introduced, or known or suspected to
have been introduced by man via agricul-
tural or horticultural practices; these are
persistent species which have established
populations and are reproducing asiif native,
2) naturalized species native to the south-
eastern United States but not considered
native to Louisiana, 3) non-native adventive
species which have not yet become widely
established (Thomas and Allen, 1993).

Most of these introduced species have
gained a solid foothold in Louisiana. Many
are weedy species. The seeds often arrive
with agricultural products, such as in soil
with other plants, in shipments of hay, as
seeds unintentionally orintentionally shipped
from other countries, or as weed seeds at-
tached to animals in various ways while the
animals are being transported to Louisiana.
Several of these weedy introduced species
come from climates similar to Louisiana’s
and are well adapted to life in Louisiana.
Often, when the weed arrives, other species
associated with it, which kept it under con-
trol in foreign lands, do not arrive with the
weed. Without those natural controls, the
weedy speciesis free to expand in Louisiana’s
climate. The result is the introduction of an
“exotic pest plant” which comes to Louisi-

ana habitats, often free from its associated
biologically-controlling diseases and insects.

Current conditions
General vegetation

The Forest’s four major landscape forest com-
munities have been altered or reduced from
what historically occurred — as described in
the previous section. The greatest changes
occurred in the uplands, where few remnant
patches of old-growth forest remain. The loss
of old-growth forest conditions over most of
the Forest has generally resulted in the reduc-
tion of old cavity trees, snags, and rotting
logs. These forests, which were predomi-
nantly uneven-aged prior to European settle-
ment (Martin and Smith, 1993), are now largely
fragmented into mostly young, even-aged
patches. Also, introduced and native weeds
have increased across the Forest.

Within each of the Forest’s four major
landscape communities, old-growth com-
munity types have been tentatively identi-
fied based on their existing forest cover type.
Eleven old-growth communities potentially
exist on the Forest. They were identified
using the classification and inventory direc-
tion found in the Guidance for Conserving and
Restoring Old-Growth Forest Communities on National
Forests in the Southern Region (R8 Old-Growth Guid-
ance). Preliminary and potentially existing
examples of the old-growth communities
can be found in greater detail for the pre-
ferred alternative in Appendix E of the re-
vised Forest Plan.

Today, longleaf pine forests occupy ap-
proximately 33 percent of the area on which
they once occurred. Loblolly and slash pine
plantations replaced these forests. The fire
regime on many of the remaining longleaf
pine stands has been altered in frequency and
timing, resulting in the invasion of other
pines, hardwoods, and shrubs, as well as the
apparent loss of herbaceous species diversity.

Shortleaf pine / oak-hickory forests have
been altered in that existing forest canopies
arerelatively closed, the within-canopy hard-
woods are generally absent, and the short-
leaf pine component has been greatly re-
duced. These alterations have occurred on
greater than 80 percent of these forests.

The area once occupied by mixed hard-
wood-loblolly pine forests has also been
substantially changed. Loblolly pine now
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dominates the overstories of these forests
and the previously prevalent within-
canopy hardwood composition is now
missing or greatly reduced on over 50
percent of the area.

Most riparian forests are little altered
from their historical condition. Many retain
the same basic structure and composition;
however, most show signs of loblolly pine
removal.

Today, the forested acres on the Kisatchie
National Forest are classified as 77 percent
pine, 7 percent bottomland hardwood, 6
percentupland hardwood, 10 percent mixed
hardwood-pine and mixed pine-hardwood.
The age class distribution of the Forest is
displayed in table 3-6 below.

Threatened, endangered,
sensitive, and other rare plants

No federally listed threatened or endan-
gered plants occur on the Forest. A threat-
ened plant called geocarpon (Geocarpon
minimum), however, grows on unique soils
only a few miles from the Winn District
boundary near Georgetown.

The Forest tracks 19 sensitive species and
58 conservation species. This is illustrated in
table 3-7. Generally speaking, the sensitive
species list includes species rare throughout
their range, while conservation species oc-
cur more commonly outside Louisiana but
are rare within the State. In a few cases these
conservation species occur at only one or a
few sites in Louisiana or on the Forest. Spe-
cies are listed and delisted as additional
information becomes available, so periodic
revisions to the list are necessary.

Anindividual species’ status, distribution,
and subsequent designation is based upon
occurrence records, information and knowl-
edge of the Forest Service, U.S. Fish & Wild-
life Service, the state Natural Heritage Pro-
gram, and The Nature Conservancy.

Sensitive and conservation plant species
occur in a variety of Forest habitats. A gen-
eralized habitat breakdown follows:

Sandy woodlands — 15 species

Mesic slopes and bottomland forests— 14
Hillside bogs, longleaf pine flatwood sa-
vannahs, bayhead swamps and baygalls
—12

Calcareous prairies — 11

Upland longleaf pine forests — 6
Limestone outcrops (historic site) — 4
Sandstone glades and barrens — 4
Calcareous forest streamsides — 2
Other habitats —9

Following the lead of the state Natural
Heritage Program, the Forest recognizes eight
rare natural plant communities which pro-
vide habitat for many rare species. Of the 16
natural plant communities recognized by
the Heritage Program as existing on the
Forest, these eight were selected because
they are considered to be imperiled within
the State, harbor listed rare plant species,
and/or occur more frequently on the Forest
than elsewhere in the State. The following
community list is not meant to match the
preceeding generalized list of rare plant habi-
tats, nor to provide an exhaustive descrip-
tion for all rare plant habitats on the Forest.
Details of such habitats can be found in a
wide variety of scientific literature, some of

Threatened, endangered,
sensitive, and other rare plants

TABLE 3-6, CURRENT AGE CLASS DISTRIBUTION IN ACRES

Age Loblolly
Class Pine
0-10 38,880
11-20.. 50,535 ...
21-30.. 30679 ..
3140.. 21825 ..
4150 . 19,246 ..
51-60.. 44185 .,

61-70...
71-80..

Longleaf
Pine

8l+... 1538 ..
Total oo 282,490

Note: the column of mixed types above includes pine-hardwood and hardwood-pine
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TABLE 3-7, THREATENED, ENDANGERED, SENSITIVE,

AND CONSERVATION PLANT SPECIES

Kisatchie National Forest, May 1999

Common Name Designation
Ferns, mosses, and primitive plants

Alahama lip-fem* .......... I OT—
Black-stemmed spleenwort* [CR—
Hairy lip-fem .......... r—— [CR—
Maidenhair spleenwort* ......... r— (G —
Nodding clubmoss r—— [OR—
Purple cliff-brake fern* .C

Riddell's spikemoss ... wiCo

Dicots — flowering plants

American pinesap r———— (G —
Awl-shaped scurf-pea. . wiCo

Barbed rattlesnake root ... r—— S..
Broad-leaved Barbara's buttons .......... S..
Broomrape ............ rr—— Con
Calyciphilic flame flower ... C.

Clammy weed C.

Climbing magnolia r—— R
Cupleaf DEArTIONGUE wvvvvevsvsrssrsrsrsssesrsrssssrsssssnnn [CR—
DIUMMONG'S NAIWOM .o [CR——
Feverwort s CR——
Grass-0f-parmassus ...... S
Ground-pIum .v.vvvee wiCo
Long-leaved Wild DUCKWNEAE ......ovvvvvvsvsvsrssssssrsnnn [CR—
Lovisiana bluestar r——— R
Lovisiana squarehead ... C.
Narrow-leaved milkweed ........... e C..

October jointweed ... r——— C.

Prairie redroot [OR—
Purple bluet O
Purple coneflower s ———— [CR—
Robbin's phacelia r—— C.

Sabine coneflower r— S

Shooting star ......... r—— C.

Slender gay-feather ..... S

Slender heliotrope r——— [CR—
Small-flowered flame flower .......... r——— C

Southern jointweed .......... C.

Soxman's milkvetch e S..
Staggerbush ... G
Viperina r—— C
Wedge-leaved Whitlow grass ... C.

Wild geranium [CR—
Yellow pimpemel .......... .C

Yellowroot .C

Habitat / Forest Occurrence

Limestone outcrops

Limestone outcrops

Rock outcrops in upland woodlands

Limestone outcrops

Hillside hogs and longleaf pine flatwood savannahs

..Limestone outcrops
.. Sandy woodlands and sandstone glades and barrens

Calcareous forests, mesic Slopes, bottomland forests

. Sandy woodlands
. Mesic slopes and bottomland forests
.. Sandy banks of large streams

Upland longleaf pine forest

. Sandstone glades and barrens
.. Sandy woodlands

Mesic slopes and bottomland forests
Sandy woodlands

Sandy woodlands

Deciduous or mixed woods and openings
Pine-hardwwod forest ravine seep
Calcareous prairies

Sandy woodlands

Mesic slopes and bottomland forests

.. Sandy woodlands

Calcareous prairies

.. Sandy woodlands

Bottomland forests
Calcareous prairies
Calcareous prairies

.. Sandy woodlands
.. Hillsicle bogs and bayhead swamps
.. Mesic slopes, bottomland forests, and calcareous woodlands

Upland longleaf pine forest
Calcareous prairies

.. Sandstone glades and barrens
.. Sandy woodlands
.. Sandy woodlands

Swamps, flatwoods, creek bottoms

.. Sandy woodlands

Sandy woodlands
Bottomland forests

.. Calcareous forest streamsides
. Mesic slopes and bottomland forests
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THREATENED, ENDANGERED, SENSITIVE, AND

CONSERVATION PLANT SPECIES (CONTINUED)

Monocots — grasses, sedges, liies, orchids, and related plants

Bearded grass-pink v....vevevsvevsns r— (CR— Hillside bogs

Black snakeroot ... r—— (CR— Hillside bogs and bayhead swamps

BOG DUEON v Hillside bogs and longleaf pine flatwood savannahs
B0g MOSS v Bayhead swamps

Carolina purpletop ....... Upland longleaf pine forests

Comb's redtop panic grass Upland longleaf pine forests

Crested COMAMOOL w.vvvumuvvsrmsmsmemsrsrsrmsmssssssssnsene Mesic slopes and bottomland forests
Drummond's YEllow-eYed §rass w....m.wevsesemsmsmsssssrsnsnne R Hillside bogs and longleaf pine flatwood savannahs

Epiphytic sedge ... .... Cypress stumps in swamps and beaver ponds
FalSe S0l0MON'S SEAF ..vvvvvsvssmsmsssrsssrmsmsssssrsrsnsnnes (CR— Mesic slopes

Great Plaing adIeSTBSSES wvvvvnvmsrsrsrsrssmsmsssrsrsnsnne (G Calcareous prairies

Harper's yellow-eyed grass S Hillside bogs and longleaf pine flatwood savannahs
June grass ... s Calcareous prairies

Kentucky lady's slipper Mesic slopes and bottomland forests

Large beakrush v Hillside bogs and longleaf pine flatwood savannahs
Mead's sedge ... e ——— (G Sandstone glades and barrens and calcareous prairies
Millet beakrush ......... e ———— (CR— Seeps

Mohlenbrock's umbrella SEAQe wv..v.vvvevsvsvssmsssssssrsrsrnes R — Sandy woodlands

Mohr's bluestem ......... C .... Hillside bogs

Nodding pogonia ... Mesic slopes and bottomland forests

Northern burmannia Baygalls and bayhead swamps

Oklahoma grass-pink ... .... Hillside bogs, mesic pine and oak forests

Ozark dropseed ... ... Calcareous prairies

Pineland yellow-eyed grass ... Wet forests

Prairie Ordgrass ... Salt flats

T O
Sessile-leaved bellwort r—

Upland longleaf pine forests
.... Mesic slopes and bottomland forests

Shorteak aldSedge .......m.mmurens .... Lakebank and adjacent salt mines

Small-toothed sedge ....... .... Calcareous prairies

Texas sunnybell ... r—— Sandstone glades and barrens

Tussock Sedge* .......... wC s Wetlands

White-fringed orchid .... Hillside bogs and longleaf pine flatwood savannahs
Wild c0c0 v .... Upland longleaf pine forests

Wild hyacinth ... .... Calcareous forest streamsides

Wiry witch Qrass ... T Calcareous prairies

Designation key: C = conservation species; S = sensitive species; *= indicates historic species, not seen on the Forest for at least 20 years.
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which is listed in the literature cited for this
document. Following is a brief discussion of
selected natural communities.

Hillside bogs — Often referred to as pitcher
plant bogs, hillside bogs flourish on seepy
hillsides in hilly terrain. Herbs dominate the
plant community of these open, mostly tree-
less, continually moist areas. Sedges, grasses,
and yellow pitcher plants dominate the
dense, continuous and floristically rich her-
baceous ground cover. Hillside bogs usually
cover less than an acre in size, but on rare
occasions may exceed 10 acres. As with the
longleaf pineforests within which these com-
munities are embedded, bogs evolved with
frequent fire events. Estimates suggest less
than 2,000 acres of relatively intact hillside
bogs occurin western and central Louisiana.
GIS mapping shows 2,391 acres identified as
bog habitat on the Forest, in 493 bogs. Most
bogs range from fair to excellent in condi-
tion. By District, the numbers of mapped
bogs currently in GIS include: the Vernon
Unit of the Calcasieu, 299; Kisatchie, 174;
Winn, 15; and Catahoula, 5. The floristics
and distribution of hillside bogs have been
studied extensively on the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest (Parker, 1990, MacRoberts and
MacRoberts, 1988, 1990, 1991a, 1991b, 1992b, 1993b,
1996a). Proposed management for bogs was
developed by Platt et al (1990). Rare plants
found in hillside bogs include:

Bearded grass-pink

Black snakeroot

Bluejoint panicum

Bog button

Drummond'’s yellow-eyed grass
Harper’s yellow-eyed grass
Large beakrush
Large-leaved rose gentian
Nodding clubmoss

Sabine coneflower
White-fringed orchid
Yellow fringeless orchid

Longleaf pine flatwood savannahs — This
community covers flat to gently undulating
flatlands where the water table lies at or near
the surface most of the year. This results in
surface soils usually saturated in winter, early
spring, and periodically through the grow-
ing season. Variable densities of longleaf
pine, with a herbaceous ground cover that is
dense, continuous, and floristically similar to
that of a hillside bog dominate this plant

community. Like hillside bogs, the longleaf
pine flatwood savannah evolved with a fre-
quent fire regime resulting in a fire-driven
natural plant community. Although this com-
munity once dominated a large portion of
southwestern Louisiana, high quality ex-
amples within this region are uncommon-
to-rare. On the Forest, it occurred on the
Vernon Unit of the Calcasieu District, and in
limited amounts on the Kisatchie and Cata-
houla Districts, and the Evangeline Unit of
the Calcasieu District. The southwestern and
eastern portions of the Vernon Unit once
supported quite extensive longleaf pine
flatwood savannah. Although much of the
former longleaf pine flatwood savannah on
the Vernon were converted to slash pine
plantations decades ago, the quality of the
herbaceous ground cover remainsfairly high.
This community is floristically very similar if
not identical to bogs, and the question of
community designation has not been re-
solved. Recommended management of this
community is identical to that of hillside
bogs (Platt et al.,, 1990). Rare plants associated
with this natural community include most
species found in the hillside bog commu-
nity.

Sandy woodland — The sandy woodland
natural community develops on extremely
dry sites associated with deep, sandy soils.
This variable natural community occurs in
two topographic positions — low stream
terraces and xeric hilltops and upper slopes.
Thiscommunity usually appears as a shrubby
scrub oak woodland with small openings,
sparse herbaceous understory, and much
exposed sand. The extremely droughty sands
allow rain water to percolate rapidly down
below tree roots resulting in stunted trees.
Most occurrences are limited in extent. Well-
developed sandy woodlands are uncom-
mon to rare on the Forest and throughout
central, southwest, and northwest Louisi-
ana. The Kisatchie and Winn Districts, and
the Vernon Unit of the Calcasieu District
each have several sandy woodland sites. The
extent of these communities has not been
well mapped in most cases. GIS mapping
shows 68 sites with over 1,179 acres on the
Forest. The floristics have been studied at
one site on the Winn District (MacRoberts and
MacRoberts, 1995b). Rare plants associated with
sandy woodlands include:
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Awl-shaped scurf pea

Clammy weed

Cupleaf beardtongue
Drummond'’s nailwort
Long-leaved wild buckwheat
Louisiana squarehead
Many-flowered wild buckwheat
Mohlenbrock’s umbrella sedge
October jointweed

Phacelia

Riddell’s spikemoss

Southern jointweed

Strong sedge

Viperina

Wedge-leaved Whitlow grass

Sandstone glades and barrens — These com-
munities develop on sandstone outcrops in
longleaf pine forests. They appear as an
open complex of sandstone boulders, flats,
and ledges. Vegetation consists of grassy
herbaceous patches, scattered trees and
shrubs, and a variety of mosses and lichens
on stable sandstone surfaces. Due to the
presence of highly erodible soils, much of
the area exists as unvegetated gullies, bluffs,
and miniature gorges and buttes. Individual
occurrences are limited in extent and gener-
ally range from less than an acre to several
acres. Known only from the Catahoula For-
mation, this community has always been
very limited within Louisiana. On the Forest,
sandstone glades and barrens occur only on
the Kisatchie District where several quality
examples exist. These communities have
been extensively studied (macRoberts and
MacRoberts, 1992a, 1993a, 1993c, 1995¢). Whether
they should be considered one or two com-
munities has yet to be determined (MacRoberts
and MacRoberts, 1993c). Rare plants associated
with this natural community include:

Mead'’s sedge

Riddell’s spikemoss
Small-flowered flame flower
Texas sunnybell

Calcareous prairies — These communities
develop where highly calcareous soils lie at
the surface in uplands. They appear as small,
open “pocket” grasslands in a mosaic with
calcareous forest. These communities have a
floristically diverse herbaceous understory
similar to tallgrass prairies found elsewhere
in the Midwestern and southeastern U.S.
Warm-season perennial grasses, composites
and legumes dominate the flora. Individual

prairie openings range in size from less than
one acre to about 40 acres. Periodic fire
events once maintained these prairies, by
preventing woody plant encroachment. This
community is very rare in Louisiana. Esti-
mates suggest less than 1,000 acres of rela-
tively intact calcareous prairies exist within
the state. On the Forest, the prairies can be
broken down into three groups, the Keiffer
Prairies (currently identified as 25 prairies,
mixed with non-prairie, areas totaling 769.6
acres), the historic Tancock Prairies (8 cur-
rent prairies totaling 45.1 acres, plus two
historic prairies totaling about 740 acres),
and the historic Bartrum Prairie totaling about
1,190 acres. Use of GPS technology is cur-
rently refining the locations and acreages.
The Keiffer Prairies are in relatively good
condition; aerial photos do show their ex-
tent has decreased about 50 percent in the
last 50 years. The Tancock and Bartrum
prairies, with acreages found on 1836 sur-
vey records, have mostly reverted to forest
with the exclusion of fire and modern land
management practices. Several of these prai-
ries occur on the Winn (Keiffer and Tancock
prairies) and Kisatchie Districts (MacRoberts
and MacRoberts, 1995a, 1996b, 1996c). Currently,
management guidelines are being prepared
and restoration is in progress on the Keiffer
and Tancock prairies. Rare plants associated
with calcareous prairies include:

Great Plains ladies’-tresses
Ground-plum

June grass

Mead'’s sedge
Narrow-leaved milkweed
Ozark dropseed

Purple bluet

Purple coneflower
Slender heliotrope
Small-toothed sedge
Wiry witch grass

Calcareous forests — These forests occur on
surface outcroppings of calcareous soils.
These communities often display an open-
canopied mixed pine-hardwood forest with
a fair amount of grassy ground cover in the
understory. Shortleaf and loblolly pine and a
variety of oaks, hickories and other hard-
woods make up the overstory. Canopy com-
position varies based on topographic posi-
tion, with the hardwood and loblolly pine
component increasing downslope. Recur-
rent fire once maintained the open-cano-
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pied structure and unusual plant commu-
nity composition. Examples of this natural
community are rare in Louisiana and de-
creasing. While calcareous forests occur un-
commonly to rarely on the Forest, the Winn
District provides several good examples of

TABLE 3-8, PLANT MANAGEMENT

INDICATORS FOR LONGLEAF PINE
LANDSCAPES

The major landscape community in these areasis longleaf this community. Rare plants associated with
pine forest. Unique or under-represented inclusional calcareous forests include:

communities include hillside bogs, sandy woodlands,

Fleming glades, longleaf pine flatwoods savannah, and American pinesap

sandstone glades and barrens. These landscapes are Mead'’s sedge

most closely associated with landtype associations 1, 2, 5, Wild hyacinth

and 6. Yellow pimpernel

Fleming glades — These glades seem to arise

The management indicators are: on soils underlain by a siltstone rock layer

occurring near the surface. These very open
Landscape-wide plants areas support scattered longleaf pine as well
Longleaf pine as some scattered blackjack oak. The herba-
Noseburn ceous understory layer contains a highly
Pinehill bluestem unusual combination of species known from
Pale purple coneflower a variety of other natural communities. A

thick, continuous swath of grasses and sedges
intermixes with areas lacking herbs but sup-
porting fruticose lichens. The combination
of regular fires and other edaphic character-
istics maintained the open condition of this
natural community. Fleming glades are very
rare in Louisiana and known only from the
Dough Hills area of northwestern Rapides
Parish. These glades have not been inten-
sively studied but do support plant species of

TABLE 3—9, PLANT MANAGEMENT

INDICATORS FOR SHORTLEAF PINE 7/
OAK-HICKORY LANDSCAPES

The major landscape community in these areas is short- glades, barrens, and prairies. A very limited
leaf pine / oak-hickory forest. Unique or under-repre- amount (less than 200 acres) of this commu-
sented inclusional communities include calcareous nity occurs in a relatively natural condition
priaires, and calcareous forests. These landscapes are on the Evangeline Unit of the Calcasieu
most closely associated with landtype associations 3, 8, District. Rare plants associated with Fleming
and 9. glades include:
The management indicators are: Mead'’s sedge
Landscape-wide plants Limestone outcrops — Four ferns are listed as
Black hickory historic species from limestone outcrops.
Flowering dogwood These four plants once grew on what is now
Mockernut hickory a limestone quarry on private lands within
Partridge pea the administrative boundary of the Forest.
Shortleaf pine No other Louisiana sites are known, but
White oak these four plants could occur undetected on
Wild bergamot the Forest. If the quarry is ever abandoned,
purchase and restoration could be consid-
ered.

Alabama lip-fern
Black-stemmed spleenwort
Maidenhair spleenwort
Purple cliff-brake fern
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Other habitats — Descriptions of all habi-
tats and communities on the Forest is be-
yond the scope of this discussion. However,
a few other noteworthy habitats include a
variety of wetland, swamp, or seep areas
such as bayhead swamps, riparian forest,
wooded seeps, and cypress-tupelo swamps.
Some habitats are not wetlands, including
hardwood slope forest, upland pine forest,
and other upland forest areas.

These habitats, as a group, have not been
as intensively studied as the bogs, prairies,
sandy woodlands, glades, barrens and other
habitats detailed above. They can and do
support rare plant species in many cases.
Further study and descriptions of the plant
communites in these habitats would add to
our knowledge base, and some of this infor-
mation would be needed to develop conser-
vation stategies and assessments of specific
species and their habitats. Rare plants found
in these areas include those mentioned in
other habitats as well as species found in
bogs, prairies, sandy woodlands, and others
as listed above, that range into these other
habitats.

The number of populations or plants known
to exist for each species varies. Ongoing
botanical surveys throughout the Forest de-
termine the abundance, distribution, and
habitat requirements of sensitive and conser-
vation plant species and, to alesser extent, for
all plants in general. These surveys added
several sites for the Louisiana bluestar, which
was once thought to be endemic to the
State. Several previously unknown popula-
tions have been recently discovered. Other
species such as the hairy-lip fern and false
Solomon’s seal are common elsewhere, but
known from only one location in Louisiana.
These two species deserve conservation plant
status because this designation protects the
fringes of their range. Such isolated popula-
tions can gain sufficient variation from the
parent species through geological time that
they themselves can develop into new spe-
cies.

Understanding of some rare plants’ habi-
tat requirements remains inconclusive. Sev-
eral factors are considered when choosing
speciesfor listing as sensitive or conservation
species. For example, such factors as the
limited range of the Louisiana bluestar, or
the wide range but low numbers of the
Kentucky lady’s slipper. These rare plant
species’ lists also cover species such as those
of prairie environments, in decline because

TABLE 3-10, PLANT MANAGEMENT

INDICATORS FOR MIXED HARDWOOD-

LOBLOLLY PINE LANDSCAPES

The major landscape community in these areas is mixed
hardwood-loblolly pine forest. Unique or under-repre-
sented inclusional communities include sandy wood-
lands. These landscapes are most closely associated with
landtype association 4.

The management indicators are:

Landscape-wide plants
Bigleaf snowbell

Black snake-root
Christmas fern

Loblolly pine

Partridge berry

Southern red oak
Virginia Dutchman’s pipe

TABLE 3-11, PLANT MANAGEMENT

INDICATORS FOR RIPARIAN LANDSCAPES

The major landscape community in these areasisriparian
forest. This includes cypress swamp, bottomland hard-
wood forest, and small-stream riparian forest. No unique
orunder-represented inclusional communities are noted.
These areas are embedded within all landtype associa-
tions.

The management indicators are:

Small-stream riparian plants

American beech Ironwood
Basswood Mayapple
Cherrybark oak Wild azalea

Inland sea-oats

Large-stream riparian plants

Green hawthorn Louisiana sedge
Inland sea-oats Southern magnolia
Lizard’s tail Swamp chestnut oak
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Exotic pest plants

Plant management
indicators

of habitat disturbance from human activities
such as fire suppression.

The Forest exchanges data with the (Loui-
siana) Natural Heritage Program, and enters
rare plant locations into the Forest geo-
graphic information system. The Natural
Heritage Program also provided the Forest
with historic data on sensitive species, and
periodically furnishes updates on new rare
plant locations reported to them by other
individuals and agencies. Additional historic
records may be obtained as time permits the
review of specimens housed at various her-
baria. Field surveys and research of coopera-
tors have uncovered the majority of known
rare plant sites to the Forest.

Activities that might threaten the contin-
ued existence of any plant species may be
deferred or modified to provide adequate
protection for the plants. Depending on the
species, this may not require the protection
of every individual plant or population.

Exotic pest plants

In 1996, the Forest Service began nation-
wide funding efforts to identify and control
exotic pest plants. Several exotic pest plants
have been identified on the Forest: Chinese
tallow tree, Japanese climbing fern, Japa-
nese honeysuckle, kudzu, a few privet spe-
cies (none of several species are native),
tropical soda apple, and vetiver grass. These
seven plants comprise the current exotic
pest plant list.

Tropical soda apple recently turned up in
Natchitoches Parish on non-Forest Service
lands. The single site was eradicated. Never-
theless, its rapid spread in the southeastern
United States since its introduction justifies
its listing here. This species is expected to
invade Louisiana and cause problems in
grazing areas. The pest appeared in Florida
pastures in 1988 where it infests more than
100,000 acres now. It arrived in two Missis-
sippi counties in 1993, and spread to more
than ten Mississippi counties by 1998. Cattle
will not graze through dense areas of tropi-
cal soda apple infested pastures; large prick-
les cover the plants (Byrd and Bryson, 1995,). The
plantis an aggressive shrubby perennial that
forms dense mats of shrubs which shade out
pasture grasses.

Chinese tallow tree and privet both in-
vade disturbed areas in forested lands. They
can form dense single-species stands and
shade out competing vegetation. In some

cases, few other plant species can find a
foothold in areas infested with these species.
Japanese climbing fern, Japanese honey-
suckle, and kudzu all vine over existing veg-
etation, shading out other native plants and
displacing them. Areas of intense infestation
support few if any other species. Vetiver
grassis an invasive perennial grass that thrives
under periodic burning conditions; it has
been introduced on the Vernon Unit of the
Calcasieu and Kisatchie Districts. Vetiver grass
displaces native grasses, is not grazed by
wildlife, and forms dense mats. Like kudzu,
it has been used for erosion control on the
Forest, but also like kudzu, it should not be
used for erosion control because of its inva-
sive nature.

Plant management indicators

Plant management indicators (m1) were se-
lected to represent each of the four major
landscape forest communities of the Ki-
satchie National Forest. The four major
landscape communities — longleaf pine
forests, shortleaf pine / oak-hickory forests,
mixed hardwood-loblolly pine forests, and
riparian forests — were described in detail
in the background portion of this section.
Tables 3-8 to 3-11 list plant mi.

In order to protect all plant species, plant
mi were selected to represent the issues,
concerns, and opportunities relating to the
diverse plant resources and habitats on the
Forest. The selection of plant mi species is
designed to result in the monitoring of a
series of plants in each community. For
example, in the longleaf pineforest, selected
species include a tree (longleaf pine), a fire
dependant grass (pinehill bluestem), a forb
that is susceptable to human collection for
medicinal purposes (smooth coneflower),
and an herb (noseburn). These four plant
species occupy different niches (they serve
different ecological functions) in the com-
munity. Monitoring of these species is de-
signed to reflect the status of other non-
management indicator species. That is, mi
listed plant species designated for broad
landscape-scale communities help the For-
est track the health of those communities
and the maintenance of their biodiversity.

The list of mi species resulted from a
review of all species likely to occur on the
Forest. Emphasis for selection was focused at
the landscape scale. The selected mi plants
represent roughly 2,000 kinds of plants grow-
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ing on the Forest. While no comprehensive
survey of plant species for the Kisatchie
National Forest exists, parish surveys, sur-
veys in research natural areas and other
localized studies, and herbarium records
provide baseline data. MacRoberts (1988)
produced parish distribution maps for 2,990
Louisiana plant taxa. A review of this publi-
cation indicates 2,326 taxa occur from
Vernon, Rapides, and Avoyelles Parishes,
north. Many of these species probably do
not exist on Forest lands, leaving probably
1,800 to 2,000 plant taxa which do occur on
the Forest.

Future trends
General vegetation

Past use, management activities, and natu-
ral events have shaped the forests of today.
The Kisatchie National Forest would con-
tinue to provide for viable populations of all
native plants — including threatened, en-
dangered, sensitive, and conservation spe-
cies — and for quality representation of all
natural plant communities occurring within
the Forest. Ecosystem restoration and man-
agement focused on forest composition,
structure, and natural processes at the land-
scape scale would facilitate this goal. This
approach would also provide for long-term
sustainability of the Forest’s values, prod-
ucts, and amenities.

On surrounding lands a variety of state,
federal, and industry programs are also ad-
dressing long-term sustainability of forests
in the state. These include the Louisiana
Forestry Initiative (state forestry commu-
nity), Sustainable Forestry Initiative (Ameri-
can Forest and Paper Association), Forestry
Incentives Program (uspa-Natural Resources
Conservation Service [Nrcs]), Stewardship
Incentives Program (usba-Farm Services
Agency), Forest Stewardship Program (Loui-
siana Office of Forestry), Wetland Reserve
Program (Nrcs), Environmental Quality In-
centives Program (uspa-Farm Services
Agency), Conservation Reserve Program
(uspa-Farm Services Agency), Louisiana Best
Management Practices program (Louisiana
Office of Forestry and the Louisiana Forestry
Association), Forest Productivity Program
(Louisiana Department of Agriculture), and
the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program
(NRcs). Other programs or incentives avail-
able tolandownersinclude Partners for Wild-

life (U.S. Department of the Interior-U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service [usFws]), Safe Har-
bor Program (usrws), Conservation ease-
ments (The Nature Conservancy),
Pineywoods Conservation Initiative (The
Nature Conservancy and the Louisiana De-
partment of Wildlife and Fisheries-Natural
Heritage Program [LNHP]), and the Louisiana
Natural Areas Registry (The Nature Conser-
vancy and LNHP).

Rare plants

The Forest recently began the development
of a conservation strategy for two rare plants.
Aconservation strategy provides basic, range-
wide information about a species. Itincludes
a plant’s description as well as its habitat,
frequency, distribution, adiscussion of threats
or reasons for its rarity, and management
guidelines. Conservation strategies are
planned for all plant species or habitats.
Management guidelines for several rare spe-
cies can be addressed in a single document
when a conservation strategy covers more
than one species growing in the same habi-
tat and needing similar management.

The Forest would continue to undertake
enhancement or rehabilitation projects for
rare plant habitat when a species’ needs can be
determined and appearances indicate that its
natural habitat can be successfully restored.

Habitat enhancement efforts would vary
depending on the species, but include:

Signing areas in an attempt to prevent
recreational off-road vehicle activity in
fragile habitats.

Burning habitats to eliminate woody com-
petition and expose bare ground for seed-
ling germination.

Fencing to protect plants from grazing or
other disturbance.

Mechanical soil disturbance to eliminate
competition temporarily and encourage
seed germination.

Seed collection and dispersal into suit-
able habitat.

Limited use of herbicides which specifi-
cally target competing woody plants.

Published scientific information on rare
plants is often limited to detailed descrip-
tions of these plants and general statements
of their habitats and frequencies. The knowl-
edge of rare plant species’ responses to
various management techniques — includ-

General vegetation

Rare plants
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ing fire or fire exclusion, mowing or grazing,
and various timber harvest techniques — is
often unavailable. This increases the diffi-
culty of prescribing enhancement measures
for all species.

As knowledge about the flora increases,
some plant species would probably be added
and others removed from designation. Some
species would be found to be more rare or
threatened than previously thought, new
populations of rare species not previously
known on the Forest would be found, and
other species would be determined to be
less rare or threatened. Even the discovery of
undescribed species new to science would
be possible.

Exotic pest plants

Only seven plants have been listed above
as exotic pest plants; other invasive non-
native plants are likely to be added to this
newly created list as they are identified as a
threat to native plant species on the Forest.
The control of exotic pest plants requires the
identification of infested areas followed by
controland monitoring to see if control meth-
ods have been effective. Control methods will
vary by species, but may include prescribed
burning, herbicide use, manual removal,
mowing, and other means. A method that
works well on one species may encourage the
spread of another. For example, burning may
control some species, but vetiver grass re-
portedly thrives in areas that have been
burned. Exotic pest plant infestations will
continue to be found and treated.

TABLE 3-12, CURRENT FOREST HABITAT

CONDITIONS, IN ACRES

Successional Classes

Forest Type Years

Pine Types

Early-Mid Mid-Late Late
11-30 31-80 81+
Years Years Years

Loblolly .
Shortleaf

SUDOtAL oo RN
Percent OO

Mixed Types
Pine-Hardwood .
Hardwood-Pine .

SUDOtAL oo
Percent

Hardwood Types
Upland
Bottomland
Sub-total
Percent

................. 22 o bl..... .

FOrestwide TOAlS .vuvuvursssssissnsisinns D645 ..o

Percent e I
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WILDLIFE
Background

The central Louisiana area provides a variety
of wildlife habitats typical of the West Gulf
Coastal Plain. The location, extent, and con-
dition of various habitats are the primary
determinants of wildlife diversity and abun-
dance in a given area. Suitable habitat con-
ditions for individual wildlife species vary,
depending on a species’ requirements for
specific structural or compositional compo-
nents within its home range. Availability and
spatial arrangement of such components in
sufficient quantity provide the species with
nesting, roosting, resting, and feeding sites
— and the biological requirements neces-
sary to complete life processes.

The climate, geology, topography and
disturbance factors associated with this area
has created a variety of landscape settings.
Each landscape provides a unique habitat
situation composed of a set of related habi-
tats, habitat attributes and microhabitats.
Some habitat features such as rock outcrops,
streams, and wetlands remain relatively per-
manent components of the landscape. Oth-
ers, such as the amount and arrangement of
early successional vegetation, old-growth
forest, snags, and den trees, as well as the
structure and composition of forest stands,
tend to be more transient. They are readily
affected by succession, disturbance factors,
land use, and resource management prac-
tices.

The mosaic of wildlife habitats on the area
that is today the Kisatchie National Forest has
been continuously shifting and changing over
time in response to natural and human-in-
duced disturbance factors occurring at a va-
riety of scales. Prior to European settlement,
a large majority of the Forest’s habitat mosa-
ics were primarily a product of recurrent
landscape-sweeping fires ignited by light-
ning and by Native Americans. Windstorms,
floods, and insect and disease outbreaks are
natural disturbances which also influenced
habitat conditions.

Many wildlife species existing within the
Forest evolved in habitat conditions associ-
ated with periodic fire. The vegetation pat-
terns and associated wildlife communities
that developed on various landscapes across
the Forest are largely the result of the fre-
quency and intensity of major wildfire
events. The effect of variations in soil mois-

ture, topography, and landscape position
on fire frequency and intensity resulted in
the development of a wide variety of habitat
situations on the Kisatchie’s landscapes.
Landscape-scale forest communities in-
cluded open, parklike longleaf pine forests
on drier uplands, stands composed of mix-
tures of pines and hardwoods on moist
uplands and sideslopes, and riparian forests
along many perennial and intermittent
streams.

A more complete discussion of the vegeta-
tion, habitat situations and associated wildlife
communities forindividual landscapes on the
Forest can be found in the landtype associa-
tion (LTA) discussions of this chapter.

At more localized scales windstorms, in-
sects, disease, and areas of high wildfire
intensity occurred frequently and removed
the forest canopy or portions of it. This
allowed the development of early succes-
sional vegetation and habitats important to
a variety of wildlife species such as white-
tailed deer, Prairie Warbler, and American
Kestrel. Openings in the forest canopy
ranged from a fraction of an acre to hun-
dreds of acres. Catastrophic stand replace-
ment events such as those caused by hurri-
canes, tended to occur more frequently near
the coast. However, these occurrences were
relatively infrequent this far inland.

Because of the relatively small frequency
and scale of stand replacement events oc-
curring within a given year, a considerable
portion of the forests occurring in central
Louisiana were in a mature or old-growth
condition. Components common to old-
growth stands, such as large old trees and
numerous snags, den trees, and decaying
downed logs provided important habitats for
many wildlife species, including Pileated
Woodpecker, Louisiana slimy salamander,
gray squirrel and fox squirrel.

Dead trees, whether standing snags or
down logs, are critically important ecologi-
cal components in any forest stand. Snags
resulting from lightning strikes, insects, dis-
ease, fire or severe competition produced a
continual supply of potential cavity sites
and down logs. Cavity initiation and comple-
tion by primary cavity excavators such as
the Red-headed Woodpecker yield numer-
ous benefits for secondary cavity users,
including the Eastern Bluebird and south-
ern flying squirrel. At least 25 species of
birds and 10 mammals known to inhabit
the Kisatchie use cavities in standing snags

WILDLIFE
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for roosting or nesting. Many others use
them to forage on or as places from which
to hunt. Down logs furnish nesting, forag-
ing, hiding, and hunting habitats for many
of the Forest’s small mammals, birds, rep-
tiles and amphibians. Both snags and down
logs in various stages of decay create a
diversity of habitats for numerous insects,
arachnids, other invertebrates, as well as
fungi and other plant life.

Riparian and streamside habitats occur-
ring adjacent to or immediately upslope
from perennial and intermittent stream chan-
nels also contribute extremely important
habitats or habitat attributes to many spe-
cies of wildlife. These areas supply a variety
of wildlife foods, including hard and soft
mast. They often contain unique habitat
features such as den trees, snags, down logs
and leaf litter. They serve as a temporary or
permanent source for water and aquatic
habitats. They also afford travel corridors
between habitat components for terrestrial
wildlife as well asimportant stopover habitat
for nongame birds during migration.

The production of mast, both hard and
soft, is important to many wildlife species.
Those preferring hard mast probably found
abundant mast production from older domi-
nant or codominant oaks, hickories and beech
trees on moist sites in the uplands and along
stream courses. Soft mast was available in
the forest midstory and understory on sites
receiving sufficient sunlight. White-tailed
deerand Eastern Wild Turkey consume acorns
during the fall to build up sufficient fat
reserves for winter. Pine mast is utilized by
gray and fox squirrels, doves, quail, and
numerous other seed-eating birds and small
mammals. Virginia opossum and tree squir-
rels select many soft mast species such as
persimmon and wild grape. Although most
species consume mast seasonally, the avail-
ability or lack of mast influences reproduc-
tive rates and general health.

Some wildlife species have sharply de-
fined habitat requirements or are depen-
dent on a specific habitat feature. Examples
of these are the Red-cockaded Woodpecker’s
reliance on old pine trees, usually infected
with redheart, for cavity excavation; and the
southern red-backed salamander’s associa-
tion with sandstone outcroppings. Other
wildlife species are considered to be gener-
alists, able to find suitable habitat conditions
in a variety of situations. Examples include
white-tailed deer, Wild Turkey and the East-

ern Wood-pewee. The shifting mosaic of
habitats that developed across the Forest
offered native wildlife species the specific or
general habitats they required.

Current conditions
General wildlife

The Kisatchie National Forest continues to
offer a variety of wildlife habitats. These
habitats support more than 280 species of
wildlife, including 155 breeding or winter-
ing birds, 48 mammals, 56 reptiles, 30 am-
phibiansand countlessinvertebrates. In gen-
eral, the species that inhabited the central
Louisiana area prior to European settlement
are still present on the Forest today. Notable
exceptions include the bison, elk, red wolf,
and Ivory-billed Woodpecker. Some species,
such as the House Sparrow, European Star-
ling, and nutria have been introduced, while
others such as the coyote and armadillo
have expanded their ranges and are now
common inhabitants here.

Current habitat conditions across the
Forest are largely a product of past use and
management activities. Most of the native
overstory was removed during the exten-
sivelogging that occurredin the early 1900s.
A large portion of the area harvested during
this period was succeeded by off-site tree
species which had not historically occupied
these landforms.

The fire regime that shaped the wildlife
habitats of the earlier forests was signifi-
cantly altered as well. Conversion of the
historical landscape vegetation, alteration of
the natural fire regime, and past resource
management practices have changed the
character and pattern of forest vegetation
on much of the Forest. These changes have
altered the distribution, extent, and quality
of wildlife habitats from those that existed
prior to European settlement of this area.
Wildlife populations have since been influ-
enced by these changes in habitat condi-
tions; some species’ populations have in-
creased while others have declined. Current
Forest habitat conditions by successional
classes are displayed in table 3-12.

The most apparent landscape-level
changes in wildlife habitat conditions have
occurred as a result of the reduction in
longleaf pine forests. The area providing the
open, parklike habitat conditions of these
forests, which once dominated approxi-
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mately two-thirds of the Kisatchie’s land
base, has been reduced by nearly 70 per-
cent. Additionally, a large portion of the
remaining longleaf pine exists as smaller
fragmentsisolated from other longleaf tracts
by stands of off-site pine species with dra-
matically different habitat conditions. Unlike
longleaf pine forests, these stands generally
have a relatively closed canopy, a dense
midstory, and a less-diverse, more sparse
and shade-tolerant understory. Wildlife spe-
cies that are better adapted to these condi-
tions find more suitable habitat and their
populations have generally increased. Con-
versely, those requiring open forest condi-
tions find less favorable habitat and their
population levels have generally declined.

The areas within the Forest once forested
by mixed pine-hardwood and hardwood-
pine habitats have also been substantially
reduced. This reduction is a result of direc-
tion to manage any particular stand toward
either a pine or ahardwood type. The excep-
tion to this is in the two national wildlife
management preserves, where mixed forest
types are acceptable. Even with recent em-
phasis to increase the acreage of mixed
types in these areas, it still remains well
below that which occurred prior to Euro-
pean settlement.

Very little old-growth forest occurs on the
Kisatchie today. Some old-growth stands
can be found in the bottomlands and in
areas which were inaccessible to the early
loggers; but nearly all of the original forests
were removed from the uplands at the turn
of the century. Consequently, the presence
of old-growth habitat attributes such as:
large-diameter old trees, accumulations of
large standing snags and down logs, mul-
tiple-canopy layers, and canopy gaps with
understory patches are rarely in evidence.
On upland sites, a large majority of the
oldest stands are approximately 50 to 70
years old. Fewer relict trees exist within these
upland stands.

Early successional habitats currently oc-
cupy a greater amount of the forested land-
scapes than they did within the original
forests. These areas are generally larger in
size and arefairly uniformly distributed across
the Forest. This condition has increased for-
est fragmentation and reduced the average
size of forest interior patches. It has also
increased the amount and distribution of
edge habitats.

Cumulatively, these changes have resulted
in a reduction of suitable habitat for many
native species, although some species have
benefitted from the changes. In general,
species with a wide range of habitat prefer-
ence have increased while those with a nar-
row range of preference have decreased.

Wildlife population levels have changed
tremendously over time. For instance, many
currentgame species have increased through
careful management and habitat manipula-
tion. Deer and turkey populations, formerly
low due to unregulated hunting, have in-
creased through reintroduction, manage-
ment, and increased protection. Other spe-
cies, like the Red-cockaded Woodpecker,
Northern Bobwhite Quail (bobwhite), and
Bachman’s Sparrow have declined due to
past timber harvest methods and the infre-
quency of large-scale wildfires.

Hunting is a popular pastime, and game
species populations are high enough to sup-
port this activity. Major game on the Forest
include white-tailed -deer, Wild Turkey, fox
and gray squirrel, bobwhite, woodcock, wa-
terfowl, and Mourning Dove. Nonconsump-
tive activities such as wildlife viewing and
nature photography are becoming increas-
ingly popular.

Wildlife management of the Kisatchie
National Forest is based principally upon
direction contained within its current Forest
Plan as amended, and guidance presented
inthe Forest Service Wildlife Habitat Manage-
ment Handbook, FsH2609.23r. Habitat require-
ments for specific wildlife species, general
wildlife population objectives, and guide-
lines for habitat management by forest type
are discussed in this handbook’s multiple-
use approach to land management. Addi-
tional guidance to management of the
Forest’s wildlife and fisheries resources is
provided through cooperative working rela-
tionships with the Louisiana Department of
Wildlife and Fisheries and the U.S. Fish &
Wildlife Service.

Wildlife management activities on the
Forest include — but are not limited to —
prescribed burning, habitat assessments,
species surveys, wildlife stand improve-
ments, food plot construction, waterhole
construction, hardwood plantings, silvicul-
tural treatments, aquatic vegetation con-
trol, and access limitation.

Numerous federal, state, local, and pri-
vate partners cooperatively participate in
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General wildlife
Threatened, endangered,

sensitive, and other rare
wildlife

wildlife and fisheries management activi-
ties on the Forest through challenge cost-
share agreements. Additionally, special em-
phasis programs such as Making Tracks,
Answer the Call, Rise to the Future, Taking
Wing, and Animal Inn are pursued. The
Kisatchie National Forest is identified as a
Taking Wing priority forest. The primary
mission of Taking Wing is the management
of wetland ecosystems for waterfowl and
wetland wildlife, while providing a variety
of compatible recreational opportunities
on National Forest System lands (Usba, 1996).
The Forest is located within the Lower Mis-
sissippi Valley Joint Venture Area of the
North American Waterfowl Management
Plan and is a part of the Louisiana Waterfowl
Action Plan.

The Kisatchie contains 2 national wildlife

Red-cockaded woodpecker

management preserves (Nwwmp). They are
the 36,000-acre Catahoula nwwmp on the
Catahoula and Winn Districts, and the
38,500-acre Red Dirt nwmp on the Kisatchie
District. These two areas were established by
President Franklin D. Roosevelt in 1941 for
the purposes of protecting and reestablish-
ing native wildlife populations. The empha-
sis in the preserves continues to be focused
on wildlife management and recreational
opportunities. They are favored hunting ar-
eas for many hunters from all over Louisiana.

In addition, portions of the Forest are
includedin two state-designated wildlife man-
agement areas (wmas): 44,700-acres of the
Vernon Unit of the Calcasieu District are
included in the Fort Polk wma, and 480 acres
of the Kisatchie District are included in the
Peason Ridge wma. Game habitat and popu-
lations in these areas are managed coopera-
tively with the Louisiana Department of Wild-
life and Fisheries.

Threatened, endangered,
sensitive, and other rare wildlife

Due to existing habitat conditions, special
habitat requirements, species vulnerability,
and past or current species abundance and
distribution, some species are more at risk of
becoming extinct or being eliminated from
the Forest.

A viability assessment was conducted on
the long list of species known to occur or
likely to occur on the Forest. This was to
determine the current list of species for
which thereis aviability concern. The assess-
mentidentified those species for whose con-
tinued existence is a current concern —
either throughout their natural range or
within the Forest planning area.

Table 3-13 displays the terrestrial wildlife
species listed as a threatened, endangered,
sensitive, or conservation species on the
Kisatchie National Forest.

Bald Eagle, Louisiana black bear, American
alligator — The Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus), Louisiana black bear (Ursus
americanus luteolus), and American alligator
(Alligator mississippiensis) are federally listed
as threatened species. Although the Ameri-
can alligator is considered biologically se-
cure it remains on the list due to similarity in
appearance to the American crocodile, a
federally listed species that occurs in other
locations. Suitable alligator habitat includes
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TABLE 3-13, THREATENED, ENDANGERED, SENSITIVE,

AND CONSERVATION WILDLIFE SPECIES

Common Name
Birds
Bald Eagle

Red-cockaded Woodpecker

Bachman's Sparrow

Cooper's Hawk

Worm-eating Warbler

Louisiana Waterthrush

White-breasted Nuthatch
Warbling Vireo
Mammals

Louisiana black bear

Rafinesque's hig-cared hat

Big brown bat

Long-tailed weasel
Hispid pocket mouse
Reptiles

American alligator

Louisiana pin snake
Amphibians
Louisiana slimy salamander

Southern rec-backed salamander

Designation

Threatened

Endangered
S

Threatened

Threatened (SA)

Habitat

Near large bodies of water

Mature southern pine forests with old trees

Open ping woods, old brushy fields, cutover
areas

Mature open coniferous, mixed, or deciduous
forest

Wooded hillsides; damp, rich woods

Deciduous and mixed woods near flowing
streams; favors rocky streams

Open mature deciduous and mixed forests
Open mature hardwoods along rivers and large
streams

Forests and swamps

Limestone caves; forested areas

Varied: cities to wilderness

Farmlands, prairies woodlands, swamps

Grassy areas with sandy soil

Usually near water, ponds, swamps and rivers

Dry, sandy pinewoods

Riparian areas

Under logs and stones in forests and fields;
associated with sandstone outcroppings

Forest Occurrence

Limited habitat available on Forest. Scattered sightings
have been reported in the past 10 years.

Active cluster sites accur on all districts except the Caney.

Common permanent resident where suitable habitat condi-
fions exist.

Uncommon permanent resident.

Uncommon summer resident.

Uncommon summer resident.

Uncommon permanent resident on the Caney District.

Uncommon summer resident.

Limited habitat on Forest. No recently confirmed sightings.
Bear tracks on at least two sites have been confirmed.

Habitat exists on Forest. Distribution and abundance un-
known. Five roost sites on Vernon Unit.

Habitat exists on Forest. Distribution and abundance un-
known. Documented occurrence on the Vernon Unit,

Rare, local resident.

Rare, permanent resident,

Documented occurrences from several locations on the
Forest. Listed as threatened due to its similariy in appear-
ance to another federally listed species, the American
crocodile.

Uncommon permanent resident.

Uncommon permanent resident.

Rare permanent resident. Known only on the Kisatchie
District.
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FIGURE 3—4, KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST HMAs

RCW Habitat Management Areas Displayed by District
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FIGURE 3—4, KISATCHIE NATIONAL FOREST HMAs

RCW Habitat Management Areas Displayed by District

K Vernon
uUnit

Kisatchie
Ranger
District

Evangeline
Unit

|

river systems, lakes, swamps, bayous, and
coastal marshes. It is known to occur in
several locations on the Forest.

The Bald Eagle is an accidental, irregular,
or occasional visitor to the Forest. It gener-
ally requires large trees near lakes, large
rivers, or along seacoasts. Potential habitat
may occur near large reservoirs on or adja-
cent to the Forest, such as Kincaid, latt,
Saline, Caney, and Corney Lakes. Successful
reintroductions of this species have occurred
in the central Louisiana area. Currently no
breeding territories or critical habitat is rec-
ognized on the Forest.

Although all of Louisiana is within the
historical range of the Louisiana black bear,
it has largely been extirpated from the For-
est. Bear tracks have been found on or near

Calcasieu
Ranger
District /_,J

the Forest in the recent past. Several uncon-
firmed sightings have also occurred. Black
bears generally require large, heavily wooded
areas with mature hardwoods for den sites.
In Louisiana, the best remaining bear habitat
is associated with large expanses of bottom-
land hardwood, especially along the Missis-
sippi, Tensas, and Atchafalaya Rivers. Poten-
tially suitable habitat may occur on the For-
est.

Red-cockaded Woodpecker — Currently the
Red-cockaded Woodpecker (Picoides borea-
lis) is the only federally listed threatened or
endangered terrestrial wildlife species with
specific recovery plan objectives for the Ki-
satchie National Forest. The Red-cockaded
Woodpecker (rcw) was once a common
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TABLE 3-14, RCWwW HABITAT MANAGEMENT AREAS

Population Statistics Display by HMA

Total Pine and Estimated RCW Current RCW

Pine-Hardwood Population Objective Population?
HMA Name (acres) (active clusters) (active clusters)
Catahoula* ......... L 31T st 29
1 1 46400....... w DL 68
Kisatchie .......... e ——— | 292 s 5
L 50400 ....... . 263 14
VBINON oo 63800 ......... 302 198
KNF Totals e 302,800 . 1,405 s 363

L1 The Catahoula HMA includes approximately 10,000 acres of pine and pine-hardwood on the Winn RD.
2| Current RCW population numbers are based upon 1998 RCW cluster survey results.

inhabitant of the mature pine and pine-
hardwood forests of central Louisiana.

Open, parklike pine woodlands provide
suitable habitat conditions for this wood-
pecker species. Historically, longleaf pine
forests were the primary habitat for the rcw,
although over much of its range shortleaf
and loblolly pine forests also supported rcw
populations. Frequently burned mature
longleaf pine forests provide high quality
habitat for nesting, roosting and foraging
rRcw groups. The natural fire regime associ-
ated with longleaf landscapes was critical in
maintaining open stands, lacking substan-
tial hardwood understory or midstory, es-
sential to providing suitable nesting and
efficient foraging habitat conditions.

Red-cockaded Woodpeckers excavate
nesting and roosting cavities in living pine
trees that have adequate heartwood to con-
tain the roosting chamber. Trees selected for
cavity excavation are usually infected with a
heart rot fungus called red heart. Depending
on the tree species involved, this generally
occurs in pines aged 80-120 years or older.
Extensive pine and pine-hardwood forests
are required to meet rcw group foraging
requirements. Depending on habitat condi-
tions, an rcw group may forage on any-
where from 100 acres to several hundred
acres to meet its needs.

The rcw feeds mainly on beetles, ants,
roaches, caterpillars, wood-boring insects
and spiders that it gleans from the loose bark
of trees. It will occasionally eat fruits and

berries. It prefers to forage for invertebrates
on pine trees greater than 10 inches in
diameter.

The rcw was declared an endangered
species in 1970. The major reasons for its
rangewide decline include fragmentation
and loss of suitable habitat, a shortage of
suitable cavity trees, hardwood midstory
encroachment, and demographic isolation
of existing populations and groups.

Locally, nearly all upland pine stands on
what is now the Kisatchie National Forest
were cut during the extensive logging that
occurred in the early 1900’s. A large ma-
jority of onetime longleaf pine forests were
subsequently converted to other pine spe-
cies, mostly loblolly and slash. Addition-
ally, the fire regime that had created and
maintained rcw habitat conditions was
eliminated or greatly altered over most of
the Forest. These two events along with
later forest management practices con-
tributed significantly to the overall decline
in Rew population numbers on the Forest.
For example, it is estimated that less than
12 rcw groups existed on the Vernon Unit
of the Calcasieu District prior to its acquisi-
tion by the Forest Service (Hooper and Stevens,
in draft, 1995).

Although its population numbers are con-
siderably smaller than those that once ex-
isted, Kisatchie habitats currently support a
significant number of the remaining rcw
groups. In accordance with direction pro-
vided in the Final Environmental Impact State-
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ment for the Management of the Red-cockaded
Woodpecker and its Habitat on National Forests
inthe Southern Region (RewEls), 5 separate rew
populations are recognized on the Forest and
habitat management areas (Hwmas) are delin-
eated around each. The 5 Hmas are displayed
in figure 3-4.

The Vernon population is identified by the
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service as 1 of 15 rcw
populations scattered throughout the bird’s
historic range which must meet long-term
viability requirements before the species can
be considered recovered and removed from
the endangered species list. The other 4
populations (Catahoula, Evangeline, Kisatchie,
and Winn) are considered support popula-
tions. In 1986 the Caney population was
declared extirpated. The estimated popula-
tion objective for each HmA is based on the
amount of potentially suitable pine and pine-
hardwood habitat it contains and the capa-
bility of individual landscapes to produce
suitable rew habitat conditions. While the
Forest’s rcw populations have fluctuated
somewhat over the past 6 years, they are
considered to be stable to slightly increasing.
However, small populations such as those on
the Winn and Catahoula may be at greater
risk of extirpation due to chance events and
demographic isolation of existing groups.

Table 3-14 provides important rew infor-
mation for each Hma. The total acres of pine
and pine-hardwood and the rcw population
objective differ slightly from the tentative
figures givenin Table 2-E1 of the rewEis. This
difference in pine and pine-hardwood acres
occurs as a result of more thorough cis
analysis of suitable and potentially suitable
habitat within the Hmas. The population
objective is slightly lower because of differ-
ences in population density objectives asso-
ciated with the landtype associations (LTAs)
within Hmas. The rew EIs estimated 200 acres
per rcw group. The proposed final HmA ob-
jectives are based upon 200 acres per group
withinLTas 1, 2, 5, and 6 (historically longleaf
dominated forests), 250 acres per group
within Fort Polk Military Intensive Use Area
(limited access for burning), 300 acres per
group withinLta 3 (historically shortleaf pine/
oak-hickoryforests), and 400 acres per group
within L7A 4 (historically mixed hardwood-
loblolly pineforests). The population density
objective of 300 acres per group in LTA 3 was
determined by estimating this habitat stock-
ing to contain approximately 67% of the
pine stocking in LTas 1, 2, 5, and 6 (0.67/

200=300). The population density objective
of 400 acres per group in LTA 4 was deter-
mined by estimating this habitat stocking to
contain approximately 50% of the pine stock-
ing inttas 1, 2, 5, and 6 (0.50/200=400).
The population density objective of 250 per
group inside the Vernon Intensive Use Area
(ua) was based on the ratio of existing
(1997) clusters per acre of existing pine and
pine-hardwood acres on the Vernon Unit
(63,339/254). The lower density objective
for the uawas needed because of the limited
access to the area for stand manipulation
and prescribed burning.

Wildlife management indicators

Management indicators (m1) were selected
to represent the issues, concerns, and op-
portunities relating to wildlife resources on
the Kisatchie. The Forest’s approach to the
final selection of its mi is closely tied to its
development and incorporation of a set of
desired future condition statements (brc) as
described in chapter 2 of this eis. An indi-
vidual prc is focused on a particular land-
scape, generally 10,000 acres or larger in
size. For wildlife, the prc includes a descrip-
tion of the broad habitat situation in terms of
the forest composition, structure, and veg-
etation patterns that will persist when the
Drc is attained. It also includes information
on important habitat features — such as the
presence of temporary ponds, early succes-
sional habitats, hard mast producers, snags,
den trees, and down logs — within a particu-
lar forested landscape.

A group of bird species has been selected
as mi to represent the wildlife communities

Wildlife management
indicators
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TABLE 3-15, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INDICATORS

FOR LONGLEAF PINE LANDSCAPES

The major landscape community in these areas is longleaf pine forest. These landscapes are most
closely associated with landtype associations 1, 2, 5, and 6.

General habitat characteristics / attributes (compositional, structural and functional components)
featured: These areas are dominated by pine communities. The forest canopy for those stands at or
approaching maturity is primarily single-layered and open, with a limited amount of within-canopy
hardwoods (generally < 30 percent). The midstory is sparse. The herbaceous ground cover is a thick,
continuous swath of grasses, composites, legumes, and other forbs. Snags and down logs are common.
Prescribed fire is used frequently and is the principal influence in creating and maintaining open, parklike
forest conditions. Generally, 10 percent or less of the landscape is in stand-size (10-40 acres) openings < 10
years old. Additional small canopy gaps occur due to natural mortality or as a result of fire, insects, disease,

or wind throw.

Suitability for demand species:

Species

White-tailed deer ....
Northern Bobwhite Quail .. suitable — optimal

Gray squirrel .................. unsuitable — marginal

The management indicators are:

Landscape-wide habitats*

Bachman'’s Sparrow

Northern Bobwhite Quail

Prairie Warbler

Habitat suitability Species Habitat suitability
....... suitable Wild Turkey .................... suitable
Eastern fox squirrel ......... suitable

Red-headed Woodpecker

Current acreage: 134,000

Red-cockaded Woodpecker (in HmA)

* Due to open-canopied conditions and thick grass-forb understory, wildlife species usually associated with early successional habitats generally find favorable habitat throughout these areas.

associated with each of the four major land-
scape communities found on the Forest. The
mi habitat descriptions and current acreages
are shown in tables 3-15 to 3-18. These
species, as well as those they represent, are
expected to find their most extensive opti-
mal habitat conditions once the correspond-
ing prc is reached on a particular landscape.
Although individual species may occur in
several landscapes at lower population den-
sities or as small isolated populations, a mi is
expected to occur at its highest population
densities within the landscapes for which
they were chosen. Habitat quality and quan-
tity are expected to have a primary influence
on wildlife populations. Other factors be-
yond the control of forest management,
however, may have a profound effect on
wildlife populations as well. Such factors

include weather patterns, habitat conditions
on wintering grounds and migration routes,
individual species demographics, and other
unpredictable events.

Birds were selected as mi for several rea-
sons. Many issues raised during public scop-
ing for the Plan revision dealt with habitat
conditions for a variety of birds or groups of
birds, such as Red-cockaded Woodpecker,
Northern Bobwhite Quail, neotropical mi-
gratory birds, cavity nesters, and forest inte-
rior-dependent birds. There is growing con-
cern at local, regional, and national levels
about the population trends of migratory
and resident birds. On the Kisatchie, birds
represent one-half of the wildlife listed as
threatened, endangered, sensitive, or con-
servation species. Many birds tend to be
more specific and demanding in their opti-
mal habitat requirements. On the whole,
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TABLE 3-16, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INDICATORS

FOR SHORTLEAF PINE /7 OAK-HICKORY LANDSCAPES

The major landscape community in these areas is shortleaf pine/oak-hickory forest. These landscapes
are most closely associated with landtype associations 3, 8, and 9.

General habitat characteristics / attributes (compositional, structural and functional components)
featured: These areas are dominated by mixed pine-hardwood communities. The forest canopy for those
stands at or approaching maturity is multilayered and relatively open with considerable amounts of within-
canopy hardwoods (generally 30-50 percent). The midstory is diverse, multilayered, and relatively open, but
may be thick in some areas. The herbaceous ground cover ranges from sparse to thick. Snags, down logs, and
den trees are common. Prescribed fire is employed at regular intervals and is an important factor in controlling
plant community composition and in maintaining open midstory conditions. Generally 10 percent or less of
the landscape is in stand-sized openings <10 years old. Additional small canopy gaps occur due to natural
mortality or as a result of insects, disease, fire, or wind throw.

Suitability for demand species:

Species

Habitat suitability

White-tailed deer ........... suitable — optimal
Northern Bobwhite Quail .. suitable — optimal

Gray squirrel .................. unsuitable — marginal

The management indicators are:

Early successional habitats*
Prairie Warbler

Current acreage: 1,000

Species Habitat suitability
Wild Turkey .....cceeeeeennnne suitable — optimal
Eastern fox squirrel ......... suitable — optimal

Mid-to-late successional habitats**

Cooper’s Hawk

Summer Tanager

Eastern Wood-pewee Red-cockaded Woodpecker

Pileated Woodpecker

Current acreage: 17,000

(in HmA)

* Early successional habitats are considered to be sizable areas where the vegetation is in the grass-forb or shrub-seedling stages (the trees are generally less than 10 years old).
** Mid-to-late successional habitats are considered to be those where the trees have reached sawtimber size (greater than 9 inches pe).

more is known about the habits and habitat
needs of birds than many other classes of
wildlife. Finally, birds may be easier to moni-
tor, especially in spring when males sing
from an occupied breeding territory.

Wildlife demand species

Commonly hunted wildlife species are valu-
able resources on the Kisatchie. Hunting is
one of the most common recreational expe-
riences on the Forest. Many of the game
species here — for example, white-tailed
deer, Wild Turkey, or fox squirrel, tend to be
habitat generalists and can find suitable
habitat conditions in a wide variety of for-
ested landscape situations. Others such as
Northern Bobwhite Quail, and gray squirrel

may be somewhat more restricted in their
habitat requirements and find some habitat
conditions unsuitable. Each demand species
has been given a general habitat suitability
rating within the four major landscape com-
munities.

Future trends

Wildlife management activities on the Forest
would be concentrated in several important
areas. The recovery of threatened and en-
dangered species, especially the Red-cock-
aded Woodpecker, as well as the conserva-
tion of rare species would continue to be a
very high priority. Forest management strat-
egies designed to maintain orimprove habi-
tat conditions for migratory and resident

Wildlife demand species
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TABLE 3-17, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INDICATORS

FOR MIXED HARDWOOD-LOBLOLLY PINE LANDSCAPES

The major landscape community in these areas is mixed hardwood-loblolly pine forest. These
landscapes are most closely associated with landtype association 4.

General habitat characteristics / attributes (compositional, structural and functional components)
featured: These areas are generally moist, rich woods dominated by mixed hardwood-pine and hardwood
communities. They may include many temporary ponds. The forest canopy for those stands at or approaching
maturity is multilayered and relatively closed with high amounts of within-canopy hardwoods (generally >50
percent). The midstory is also multilayered and contains a variety of trees, shrubs, vines, and overstory
saplings. The herbaceous understory is sparse and the ground is generally covered with leaf litter. Snags, down
logs, and den trees are common to abundant. Prescribed fire is employed infrequently, thus minimally
influencing the alteration or maintenance of vegetation patterns. Generally, 10 percent or less of the
landscape is in stand-sized (10-40 acres) openings <10 years old. Additional small canopy gaps occur due to
natural mortality or as a result of insects, disease, or wind throw.

Suitability for demand species:

Species Habitat suitability Species Habitat suitability
White-tailed deer ........... suitable — optimal Wild Turkey .....cceeeeeennnne suitable — optimal
Northern Bobwhite Quail .. suitable — marginal Eastern fox squirrel ......... suitable

Gray squirrel .................. suitable — marginal

The management indicators are:

Mid-to-late successional habitats**

Yellow-billed Cuckoo  Hooded Warbler

Pileated Woodpecker Red-cockaded Woodpecker
Wood Thrush (in HMA)

Early successional habitats*
White-eyed Vireo

Current acreage: 56,000

Current acreage: 320,000

* Early successional habitats are considered to be sizable areas where the vegetation is in the grass-forb or shrub-seedling stages (the trees are generally less than 10 years old).
** Mid-to-late successional habitats are considered to be those where the trees have reached sawtimber size (greater than 9 inches pe).

land birds would receive increased atten-
tion. Managing habitats for quality recre-
ational hunting and improved hunter suc-
cess remains an important consideration.

Habitat of native and desired nonnative
wildlife species would be maintained at lev-
els expected to maintain viable populations.
Ecosystem restoration and management
aimed at the landscape scale would provide
habitat conditions throughout the Forest
capable of maintaining all represented spe-
cies in viable numbers.

Alterations to current Forest management
can benefit a wide range of species and restore
historical patterns. Restoring historical habi-
tats would produce a habitat mosaic more
similar to those prior to European settlement.

Although not all structural or compositional
habitats may occur on all acreages, over time
they would be present at a landscape scale.
This would allow for the development of suit-
able habitat conditions for a lot of wildlife
currently listed as threatened, endangered,
sensitive, or conservation species. It would also
provide landscapes capable of supporting
huntable populations of all demand species.

On surrounding lands a variety of state,
federal, and industry programs are address-
ing long-term sustainability of forests and
wildlife habitat conditionsin the State. These
include the Louisiana Forestry Initiative (state
forestry community), Sustainable Forestry
Initiative (American Forest and Paper Asso-
ciation), Forestry Incentives Program (uspa-
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TABLE 3-18, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INDICATORS

FOR RIPARIAN LANDSCAPES

The major landscape community in these areas is riparian forest. This includes cypress swamp,
bottomland hardwood forest, and small-stream riparian forest. These areas are all embedded within
all other landtype associations.

General habitat characteristics / attributes (compositional, structural and functional components)
featured: These areas are moist, rich woods associated with water and dominated by hardwood and
hardwood-pine communities. The forest canopy for those stands at or approaching maturity is generally
closed and is composed of a variety of oaks, hickories, and other hardwoods. Some pines may be present on
small-stream communities within the uplands. The midstory is multilayered and diverse. The herbaceous
understory is sparse but may contain a variety of ferns, mosses, sedges, and flowering plants. Snags, down
logs, and den trees range from common to abundant. Fire frequency ranges from infrequent to rare. Plant
community composition and structure is largely influenced by the frequency, extent, and duration of annual
flooding events. Generally, stand-sized (10-40 acres) openings <10 years old are frequent or rare. Small
canopy gaps occur due to natural mortality or as a result of insects, disease, or wind throw.

Suitability for demand species:

Species Habitat suitability Species Habitat suitability
White-tailed deer ........... suitable — optimal Wild Turkey .........ccceeunee suitable — optimal
Northern Bobwhite Quail .. unsuitable — marginal Eastern fox squirrel ......... suitable

CHAPTER 3

Gray squirrel .......cccc....... suitable — optimal

The management indicators are:

Small-stream riparian habitats*
Acadian Flycatcher

Louisiana Waterthrush
White-eyed Vireo (canopy gaps)
Yellow-billed Cuckoo

Current acreage: 39,000

Large-stream riparian habitats**

Kentucky Warbler
Northern Parula

Warbling Vireo
White-breastedNuthatch

Pileated Woodpecker =~ Worm-eating Warbler

Current acreage: 40,000

* Small stream riparian habitats are generally associated with intermittent and smaller perennial streams with relatively narrow floodplains and include the associated mesic sideslope habitats.
* Large stream riparian habitats are generally associated with large perennial streams with broad floodplains and may include bottomland hardwood forest and cypress swamps.

Natural Resources Conservation Service
[NrRes]), Stewardship Incentives Program
(uspa-Farm Services Agency), Forest Stew-
ardship Program (Louisiana Office of For-
estry), Wetland Reserve Program (Nrcs), En-
vironmental Quality Incentives Program
(uspa-Farm Services Agency), Conservation
Reserve Program (usba-Farm Services
Agency), Louisiana Best Management Prac-
tices program (Louisiana Office of Forestry
and the Louisiana Forestry Association), For-
est Productivity Program (Louisiana Depart-
ment of Agriculture), and the Wildlife Habi-
tat Incentives Program (nrcs). Other pro-
grams or incentives available to landowners
include Partners for Wildlife (U.S. Depart-

ment of the Interior-U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service [usFws]), Safe Harbor Program (usrws),
Conservation easements (The Nature Con-
servancy), Pineywoods Conservation Initia-
tive (The Nature Conservancy and the Loui-
siana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries-
Natural Heritage Program [LnHP]), and the
Louisiana Natural Areas Registry (The Na-
ture Conservancy and LNHP).
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FISH AND AQUATIC
ORGANISMS

Streams

Impoundments

FISH AND AQUATIC ORGANISMS
Background

The presence of at least 92 species of fish has
been documented on the Kisatchie National
Forest. These species occur in a variety of
habitats — reservoirs, lakes, ponds, and
streams. Perennial, intermittent, and ephem-
eral streams occur within 35 watersheds.
Stream conditions on the Forest are typical
of the lower Gulf Coastal Plain and range
from clear, swift-flowing streams with rapids
and falls to sluggish, murky bayous. Natural
lakes and sloughs provide additional aquatic
habitats.

A wide array of invertebrates, including
benthic macroinvertebrates, freshwater
mussels, gastropods and crustaceans occur
on the Forest. Vidrine (1993) lists at least 35
freshwater mussel species (unionids) that
range within the watersheds of the Forest.
The occurrence of benthic macroinverte-
brates on the Forest has been fairly well
documented in several studies (Bryan, et al,
1995; Sloey, 1992; Carver, 1975; DeWalt, personal com-
munication). Although some analysis and
stream sampling continues to occur, not
much is known about invertebrates such as
snails, crayfish, and others. Additional in-
formation on stream quality, habitat condi-
tions, and associated fish and aquatic com-
munities for individual landscapes on the
Forest can be found in the landtype associ-
ation discussions of this chapter.

Current conditions
Streams

Streams provide the dominant aquatic habi-
tat on the Kisatchie National Forest. Streams
on the Forest can generally be differentiated
into two categories — fast- to moderate-
flowing streams with sand or gravel bottoms
and slow-flowing, sluggish streams with silt
or clay bottoms. A study on the Forest by
Ebert (1983) found fish biomass and numbers
of individuals were correlated with soils,
gradient, habitat, pool volume, and flow. He
determined that, as stream order increased,
fish biomass, numbers of individuals, and
species richness also increased. Increases
were largely associated with the addition of
new fish species rather than species replace-
ment. The majority of added species were
pool and large-river fish.

Pools and flats were the only habitat types
found in Ebert’s study. Pool volume was
important to high fish biomass and number.
Pools created by woody debris and channel
bends dominated stream reaches and con-
tained the majority of fish. Flats occurred in
straight channels where shallow water flows
over fine substrates. Shiners typically inhab-
ited flats.

Streams on the Forest vary from 2.62 to
16.00 percent in gradient, 3.0 to 51.3 cen-
timeters in mean depth, with currents be-
tween 1.18 and 30.00 centimeters per sec-
ond. Canopy cover ranges from 25 to 65
percent.

McLean (1992) used a combination of 4
stream descriptors to characterize Kisatchie
National Forest streams:

Large stream, high current, large water-
shed, high turbidity, little cover.

Small stream, leaf litter, canopy cover,
undercut banks, branches, low current,
low turbidity.

Shallow, high dissolved oxygen, high
stream gradient.

Deep, logs, low dissolved oxygen, low
stream gradient.

Large shallow streams with high currents
and gradients are likely to contain mosqui-
tofish, striped shiners, redfin and bluntnose
darters. Large deep streams with high cur-
rents and low gradients are typified by blue-
gill, green sunfish, spotted bass, and dusky
and speckled darters. Blackspot shiners, creek
chubs, brown madtoms, and yellow bull-
heads are the species to expect in small
shallow streams with high gradients. Redfin
pickerel, creek chubsuckers, warmouth, spot-
ted sunfish, longear sunfish, pirate perch,
blackspotted topminnows, and blacktail red-
horses should be apparent in small deep
streams with low gradients.

Impoundments

Artificial impoundments that are managed
forrecreational fishingrangefrom 2to 2,300
surface acres. These lakes are typically neu-
tral to slightly acidic in pH, with values that
vary anywhere from 6.8 to 8.6. They are low
in conductivity (fertility), with conductivity
parameters ranging from 28 to 83 microhms.
Alkalinity is also low and rarely exceeds 20
parts per million (Ppm) as calcium carbonate
in natural situations. These collective values
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TABLE 3-19, THREATENED, ENDANGERED, SENSITIVE,

AND CONSERVATION AQUATIC SPECIES

Common Name

Fish

Western sand darter

Blue sucker

Bluehead shiner

Sabine shiner

Paddlefish

Bigscale logperch

Mussels

Louisiana pearishell mussel

Southern hickorynut

Southern creekmussel

Squawfoot

Insects
Yellow brachycercus Mayfly
Caddisfly

Schoolhouse Springs stonefly

Crustaceans

Teche painted crawfish

(Orconectes hathaway)

Kisatchie painted crawfish

(Orconectes maletag)

Desig.

Threatened

Habitat

Large streams, slight-to-modlerate current over sandy bottom,
also gravel or silt. May coexist with scaly sand darter, Ouachita
darter, speckled chub, or Sabine shiner.

Large rivers and impoundments.

Quiet backwater areas of small-to-medium sluggish streams
and oxbow lakes over mud or sand bottom.

Closely restricted to substrate of fine, silt-free sand in smaller
streams and rivers with slight to moderate current.

Large silty rivers, oxbow, and floodplain lakes.

Streams with moderate to swift current and with gravel race-
ways.

Small, clear, shallow streams with moderate current.

Large rivers with sand or gravel bottoms.

Small-to-large streams with mud or gravel-mud bottoms in
flowing water.

Small-to-large streams with mud or gravel-mud bottoms in
flowing water.

Stable streambanks.
Streams.

Small, clear, shallow streams with moderate current.

Streams.

Streams.

Forest Occurrence

No Forest record. Known from Red River in Red River Parish
and Bayou Toro in Vernon Parish.

No Forest record. Known from Red River in Red River Parish
and Sabine River in Vernon Parish.
No Forest record. Known record from Bayou Boeuf south of

Evangeline Unit,

Known from Kisatchie Bayou drainage on the Kisatchie District;
Big Creek drainage on the Catahoula District; Six Mile Creek
and Whiskey Chitto drainages on the Vernon Unt

No Forest record. Known from Red River in Avoyelles Parish.

No Forest record. Known from the Sahine River watershed.

Approximately 15 to 20 streams on the Catahoula and Evange-
line Units.

Known from Corney Bayou on the Caney District; Dugdemona
River on the Winn District; Kisatchie Bayou on the Kisatchie
District; Calcasieu River on the Evangeline Unit; and numerous
streams on the Vernon Unit.

Some question as to Species taxanomy. Possibly known from
the Vernon Unit.

Known from Corney Bayou on the Caney District.

No Forest record.
Unknown.
Known from Loving Creek on the Evangeline Unit; Swafford

Creek, Beaver Creek, and Jordan Creek drainages on the
Catahoula District.

Rapides Parish, throughout Spring Creek and Bayou Boeuf
drainages, LTAL.

Natchitoches Parish, throughout Kisatchie Bayou drainage; LTAS
34
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Natural lakes

Threatened, endangered,
sensitive, and other rare
aguatic species

generally indicate a need for supplemental
fertilization, which can bring fertility and fish
productivity to levels sufficient to support
recreational harvest, provided aquatic plants
do not proliferate to undesirable levels. Most
lakes under 100 acres are being limed and /
or fertilized routinely.

Lake populations are typical bass and
sunfish predator-prey assemblages. Chan-
nel catfish, which are generalist-scavengers,
are present in most, but not always repro-
ductive due to limited spawning habitat.
Bass populations are usually limited in catch-
able size classes due to fishing pressures that
exceed recruitment capabilities. This trend is
quite typical of most small recreation lakes
on national forests. Catfish have been sup-
plementally stocked in past years, but the
recent lack of available federal fish has limit-
ed catfish stockings to donations from pri-
vate hatcheries. In some lakes nongame fish
prevail to the point of representing the ma-
jority of fish biomass. These situations typi-
cally involve lake chubsuckers and gizzard
shad. The Winn District’'s bombing range
pond and Upper Caney Lake on the Caney
District have unique pickerel-warmouth as-
semblages more typical of swampy lakes.

Although some recreational fishing oc-
curs in streams with deep pools or in larger
rivers, most opportunities exist in impound-
ments. A variety of bass and sunfish are
present with the primary demand species
being largemouth bass, bluegill, redear sun-
fish, and channel catfish. The Forest partici-
pates in Rise to The Future activities such as
youth fishing derbies.

Natural lakes

Although there are backwater sloughs asso-
ciated with several of the bayou systems on
the Forest, Kidd Lake on the Caney District is
the only true, basin-type natural lake. Origi-
nally an oxbow of Corney Bayou, this 3-acre
lake receives Corney Lake overflows during
wet periods. Recent problems with the up-
stream Corney Lake dam spillway have re-
sulted in the siltation of one-third of Kidd
Lake, and cypress tree mortality.

Cowan, et al (1995) noted 41 different
macroinvertebrate taxa over 4 seasons of
sampling in Kidd Lake. Twenty-six different
fish species were concurrently collected. The
pH levels ranged from 5.4 to 7.1, while
alkalinities varied from 6 to 40 ppm. Conduc-
tivities ranged between 89 and 190

microhms, with dissolved oxygen fluctuat-
ing from 0.8 to 13.6 pPm.

Threatened, endangered, sensitive,
and other rare aquatic species

As a result of land use practices on private
and public land, habitat changes have im-
pacted the viability of some local popula-
tions and restricted the range fringes of
others. The primary factors contributing to
these trends are the construction of large
impoundments and the proliferation of roads
and crossings.

All aquatic species likely to occur on the
Forest were examined to identify those de-
serving viability concern. Table 3-19 summa-
rizes habitat requirements and known Forest
occurrences of threatened, endangered, sen-
sitive, and conservation aquatic species.

In 1988 the Louisiana pearlshell mussel
(Margaritifera hembeli) was federally listed as
endangered. Reasons given for its decline
include inundation by beaver ponds and
other impoundments, as well as sedimenta-
tion associated with timber harvesting, road
construction and maintenance, and miner-
als activities. This mussel was reclassified to
threatened in 1993 largely due to the dis-
covery of additional mussel beds on and off
the Forest.

These mussels are found in small streams
with fine sand substrates and healthy zoo-
plankton populations (parden, 1988). While it
appears that this species is very sensitive to
changes in aquatic habitat conditions, re-
cent studies indicate that the long-term via-
bility of this mussel may be equally depen-
dent upon the habitat conditions, life histo-
ry, and movements of the host fish. The
brown madtom is suspected to be the host
fish for the Louisiana pearlshell mussel glochid-
ia, although this is not certain. The Kisatchie
National Forest is particularly important for
this mussel. The Louisiana pearlshell mussel
occurs only in Louisiana and the majority of
the known mussel beds are located within
the Forest. Currently, 15 to 20 streams on
the Catahoula District and the Evangeline
Unit of the Calcasieu District are known to
contain populations of this rare mussel. A
recent survey documented 16,500 Louisi-
ana pearlshell mussels occurring in streams
on the Evangeline Unit (s. shively, Zoologist,
Louisiana Natural Heritage Program, Louisiana Depart-
ment of Wildlife and Fisheries, personal communication)
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TABLE 3—-20, AQUATIC MANAGEMENT INDICATORS

Aquatic management indicators apply forestwide. The group used depends on the aquatic habitat

category involved.

The management indicators are:

Swift-flowing — sand / gravel bottom

Brown madtom
Redfin darter
Louisiana pearlshell mussel

Slow-flowing — silt / clay bottom

Pirate perch
Blackspotted topminnow

Impoundments and ponds
Largemouth bass
Sunfish

Aguatic management indicators

Aquatic management indicators (mi) were
selected to represent the issues, concerns,
and opportunities relating to aquatic resourc-
es on the Forest. In measuring the biological
integrity of an aquatic ecosystem, it is prefer-
able to use a combination of species to repre-
sent aquatic habitats and communities. Fish
are indicators reflecting the ability of aquatic
organisms to move within and among stream
reaches. Fish occurrence can be affected by
factors other than water quality. A stream
reach with high water quality may contain no
fish because of culvert impediments down-
stream, structural voids, seasonal flow chang-
es, range limitations, or migration. A mussel
is included as a management indicator be-
cause there may be environmental factors
that impact filter feeders, such as mussels,
that may notimpactfish. Table 3-20 displays
aguatic management indicators.

Future trends

Activities in the fish and aquatic resource
area would be concentrated on stream in-
ventory and sampling to collect more infor-
mation on life histories, movement, and
habitat requirements for fish and aquatic
invertebrates on the Forest. Thisinformation
could be used to provide baseline data,
refine monitoring techniques, and eventu-
ally establish population trends.

The Forest would continue to provide for
viable populations of fish and aquatic spe-
cies. Recreational fishing opportunities on
the Forest would continue to be provided
where possible.

Issues that continue to impact fish and
aquatic ecosystems would include:

Localized water quality problems — fecal
coliform, low pH, total dissolved solids,
and turbidity — that could potentially
impact stream fisheries.

Short-term and long-term impacts of sedi-
mentation, siltation, and hydrocarbon
pollution resulting from military activities,
timber harvest, road construction and
maintenance, and minerals extraction.
Fish stocking and release.

Lack of a full understanding of the occur-
rence and / or vulnerabilities of many
mussels, crayfish, gastropods, and other
aquatic species which may lead to their
imperilment.

Placement of road culverts which may
become impediments to the movements
of many stream fishes, shrinking their
ranges and limiting their function as
mussel glochidia hosts.

Aguatic management
indicators
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FOREST HEALTH

Insect pests

Diseases

FOREST HEALTH
Background

Insects and diseases play important roles in
any forestecosystem. Insects pollinate plants,
thus assisting in the production of food for
other insects, animals and fish. Many insects
and diseases in the forest contribute directly
to the carbon and nutrient recycling pro-
cesses of dead plant residue and to the
development of the soil organic layers. In-
sects and diseases may also cause negative
impacts on stands of trees.

Forest health is described as a condition
wherein a forest has the capacity across the
landscape for renewal, for recovery from a
wide range of disturbances, and for reten-
tion of its ecological resiliency while meeting
current and future needs of people for de-
sired levels of values, uses, products, and
services. This means balancing the detri-
mental effects of endemic insects, patho-
gens, and other agents on resource values
over the short term, against their beneficial
ecological functions over the long term.
Even when forests appear healthy, their
condition may be far from ideal for sustain-
ing their productivity and for maintaining
features in the landscape important for
conserving biodiversity.

A forest’s health is influenced by such
factors as:

Current and past management practices.
Forest type / site relationships.
Management intensity.

Age class distribution.

Rotation ages.

Pests within the Forest are generally
well known. The influences and extent of
their impacts, however, are not as easily
determined.

Current conditions

The mosaic representing the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest’s current condition developed
from the early reforestation efforts to reclaim
cutover and often burned-over lands. Wa-
tershed protection was then the primary
goal of this effort. Thousands of acres were
planted with loblolly and slash pine. Today
the Kisatchie is predominately a pine forest.

Insect pests

Influences of insect and disease interactions
are more significant within the pine man-
agement types of the Forest. Predominant
insect pests are the southern pine beetle
(spB) and other associated bark beetles.
During endemic population levels, the srs
attacks primarily overstocked or overmature
pine stands and trees with low vigor,
drought-induced stress, or other factors
such as root disease. Red-cockaded wood-
pecker (Rcw) cavity trees and lightning-struck
trees are also vulnerable.

The spB is most destructive during peri-
odic epidemic outbreaks. During the 1985-
86 epidemic, the Kisatchie lost an estimated
490 million board feet of growing stock. The
loss equaled approximately 8 percent of the
Forest’s total growing stock.

Management to reduce losses caused by
spB include thinning of overstocked stands,
maintaining aerial surveillance for early de-
tection, and removal of infested trees prior
to spot expansion.

Incidental attacks by Ips beetles and black
turpentine beetles also indicate stress condi-
tions within host stands. Primary hosts are
loblolly, slash, shortleaf, and occasionally
longleaf pines.

Diseases

The most prevalent pathological interac-
tions within a southern pine forest include
fusiform rust, annosus root disease, brown-
spot needle blight, and red heart decay.
Loblolly and slash pines are the predominant
hosts for fusiform rust. Disease initiation
usually occurs during the seedling-sapling
stage. Galls and cankers are formed, which
cause mortality or persist through the life of
the host, resulting in weakened or deformed
trees. Fusiform rust incidence is scattered
within the Forest. The most damage has
occurred in plantations established from the
1930’s through the 1950's.

Annosus root disease is associated with
well-drained sandy-to-loamy soils, the
number of susceptible host trees, and the
frequency and intensity of thinnings of
host stands — primarily plantations. The
most susceptible hosts on these sites are
loblolly and slash pines. The reproductive
sporophores of the annosus fungus have
been found in thinned pine stands on all of
the ranger districts. Although mortality
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and visible symptoms have been slight,
growth loss and increased susceptibility to
bark beetle attacks are likely consequences.

The only significant disease of longleaf
pine is brown-spot needle blight. Longleaf is
a preferred management species on sandy
and sandy-loam sites. Needle blight affects
the grass stage of longleaf regeneration. This
disease is usually controlled fairly easily
through prescribed burning or othersilvicul-
tural methods that reduce the duration of
the blight-susceptible grass stage.

The amount of red heart decay within the
maturing pine component of forest stands
was once measured as the degree of cull or
defect caused by this heart-rotting fungus at
the time of harvest. With current emphasis
on Red-cockaded Woodpecker manage-
ment, red heart is now considered a vital
component of rew habitat which provides
suitable nesting cavity trees. The decay fun-
gus enters the heartwood column of host
trees through branch stubs. The number of
potential red heart trees available for rcw
cavity excavations is dependent upon site /
species, age, and spacing, which all influ-
ence heartwood development. Decay inci-
dence is more likely to occur on poor sites in
pine species with large limbs, such as loblolly,
but tree survival and the longevity of rcw
cavities is greater in longer-lived species
such as longleaf.

Insect and disease problems in the Forest's
hardwood component are relatively minor,
with some damage caused by insect borers
and decay fungi. Decay fungi enter the host
through fire scars, mechanical injury, dead
branch stubs, insect wounds, and storm dam-
age. Reducing injury-causing agents and
promptly salvaging storm damage lessens
the impact of decay fungi and hardwood
borers.

Future trends

Forest health issues are multi-scaled, and
landscape approaches may be especially
useful in identifying management strategies
and practices for improving the overall for-
est condition (kaufmann &Regan, 1995). Promot-
ing and maintaining a healthy forest ecosys-
tem is a desired outcome of management
strategies. Key strategic elements are proper
species / site selection, promoting stand
vigor, and maintaining age class distribution
and rotation ages not exceeding species /
site capabilities.

Endemic populations of spe and other
bark beetles that expand into periodic epi-
demics are expected on areas where pine
management predominates. However, the
damage and impact to these forest stands
should diminish as management strategies
are implemented to reduce the number of
high-risk acres—for example, thinning over-
stocked stands, converting off-site species to
appropriate species, and maintaining vigor.
Damage from spe and other bark beetles can
be expected toincrease in areas where man-
agement practices are restrained by other
resource objectives, such as wilderness or
RCW management.

The risk of annosus root disease may
increase as the Kisatchie National Forest
initiates more first-time thinnings in loblolly
and slash pine plantations. This is especially
true on high-risk sites that have predomi-
nately sandy and sandy-loam soils. Risk on
these sites can be mitigated through stump
treatments and other silvicultural methods,
and by the eventual conversion of these
high-risk stands to longleaf pine.

Brown-spot needle blight and fusiform
rust would continue to be evidentin the pine
ecosystem. Both diseases should be minor
impacts to forest health. The incidence and
impact of fusiform rust have been greatly
reduced through development of geneti-
cally resistant clones and improved planting
technology. Stemswith existing canker dam-
age should be removed through planned
harvest and thinnings. Conversion of high-
risk loblolly and slash pine stands to longleaf
pine should also reduce the impacts of fusi-
form rust. Although the Kisatchie’s future
may include increased longleaf pine acre-
age, the effects of brown-spot needle blight
should diminish with improved regenera-
tion technologies and integrated forest pest
management.

As rotation ages for hardwoods are ex-
tended, some increases in heartwood and
butt rot decay can be expected. A possible
threat to the Forest’s hardwood stands is the
potential of gypsy moth infestation. This is
an exotic pest that defoliates oaks, sweetgum,
and other hardwoods. The pest has not yet
been found in Louisiana, but the Forest’s
hardwood stands are suitable hosts. Gypsy
moth infests much of the forest in the north-
eastern U.S. Isolated gypsy moth infesta-
tions outside of the generally infested area
have been reported in Arkansas, Georgia,
North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia.
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Transport from one area to another is by egg
masses attached to vehicles, campers, and
other household goods. Surveillance and
monitoring for gypsy moth infestations are
ongoing efforts of integrated pest manage-
ment. Although not yet documented on the
Forest, additional pest concerns may include
dogwood anthracnose, oak wilt, fruittree
leafroller, and forest tent caterpillar.

SCENERY
Background

Most of the land that is now Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest had been cleared by timber
harvest or for agriculture prior to acquisition
by the Federal Government in the 1930’s.
Today most of Forest is perceived visually as
a natural, heavily forested, gently rolling
landscape supporting dominant overstories
of loblolly, shortleaf and longleaf pine with
scattered hardwoods. Areas of hardwood
overstory occur primarily along river and
stream drainages.

Over much of the landscape, mid- and
unerstory vegetation is sparse. This allows
viewing depths up to 1/4 mile, but the
relatively flat terrain makes distant land-
scape views or panoramas rare. An excep-
tion to this is the Kisathie District; its hilly
topography contains numerous vistas.

The sparse mid- and understory depends
on frequent prescribed burning, so the vi-
sual character of infrequently burned or
unburned areas is much different. Riparian
areas and transitional zones not normally
exposed to fire often support a dense under-
story of shrubs and small trees, contributing
to the overall visual variety of the landscape.

Because of the Forest’s dominant ever-
green pine overstory, fall color displays are
not a major scenic attribute, although areas
with a heavier deciduous hardwood compo-
nent sometimes exhibit moderate levels of
color. Flowering trees and shrubs — such as
dogwood and wild azalea — growing pri-
marily on moister sideslopes consistently
produce impressive spring flower displays.

Within the overall matrix of this land-
scape, some small areas or inclusions such as
bogs, rock outcroppings, and cypress
swamps possess unique visual characteris-
tics. This contributes to the variety and at-
tractiveness of the landscape.

Current conditions

The scenic resources of the Kisatchie Na-
tional Forest are currently managed in ac-
cordance with the 1985 Forest Plan. The
scenic resource direction of that plan is in
compliance with the Forest Service’s Visual
Management System.

Visual management involves mapping
relative levels of inherent scenic quality or
variety of the existing landscape; defining
and mapping the foreground, middle-
ground, and background zones along roads
and other travelways in the Forest; deter-
mining the relative sensitivity of the majority
of visitors on the travelways; and then com-
piling this information and assigning 1 of 5
possible visual quality objectives (vqos) to all
lands in the Forest. voos define different
levels of alteration affecting the scenic re-
source that are acceptable.

The definitions of each vgo and the total
acreage currently assigned to each one, are
shown in table 3-21, opposite.

The vast majority of the Forest supports a
forest canopy; however, some temporary
openings have been created by timber har-
vests or natural events such as tornadoes or
southern pine beetle infestations. These
openings can appear visually out of place in
a heavily forested setting, particularly in the
first year following their creation. They do,
on the other hand, contribute spatial diver-
sity and opportunities for viewing a progres-
sion of successional vegetation stages.

The existing scenic condition of the For-
est has been analyzed by assessing compli-
ance with visual management standards and
guidelines as defined in the 1985 Forest
Plan. The analysis revealed that more than
80 percent of the Forest meets the require-
ments for the retention vqo, which indicates
the overall scenic resources of the Forest are
in excellent condition. Approximately 40,000
acres exceeded the opening size limitations
of the standards and guidelines. These open-
ings resulted from natural occurrences such
as tornadoes and southern pine beetle infes-
tations, not planned management activities.
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TABLE 3—-21, VISUAL QUALITY OBJECTIVES

Descriptions and Acreages

PIESEIVALION wovvvvvvrsvsvsrssmrsnssrsrs Allows ecological changes only .. r— 9,628

R 1111 Human activities are not evident 10 the CASUAI VISIEOT ......vuvesvessssssssssssssssssssissnns 28,941

Partial Retention

Human activities may be evident but will b SUBOTINLE ...vvvvvsesrsrvsrsnnsesrsrin 19413

to the characteristic landscape

MOTITICALION v Human activities may dominate but will apPear NAIUAl ........eweesemsmsssssesesrsnsns 68,933
when viewed as foreground or middleground

Maximum Modification

Human activities may dominate the (andscape BUEWIll ......veevvvvsvsvsvsesrssssrns 470,846

appear natural when viewed as background

Future trends

Management activities and projects with
potential to cause visual deviations from a
natural-appearing landscape would continue
to occur, but may vary in size and frequency.
Areaswith large or frequent alterations would
be difficult to mitigate, while areas with
small or infrequent alterations would be
more easily mitigated. Areas where historic
vegetation is restored would in the long run
be beneficial to scenic conditions, and the
overall perceived attractiveness of the land-
scape, even though initial regeneration ac-
tivities would produce visual contrasts.

The Forest Service has developed and
adopted a new system for the management
of visual or scenic resources: the Scenery
Management System, or sms. The sms pro-
vides an overall framework for the orderly
inventory, analysis, and management of scen-
ery. The system applies to every acre of land
administrated by the agency and to all man-
agement activities, including timber har-
vesting, road building, stream improve-
ments, special-use developments, utility line
construction, recreation developments, and
fire management. The Forest has adopted
and is implementing the new sms as a com-
ponent of the revised Forest Plan. Appendix
F details the process and the results of scen-
ery analysis on the Forest.
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LAND USE AND
IMPROVEMENTS

DEVELOPED AND
DISPERSED RECREATION

Background

Sinceits establishment in 1930 the Kisatchie
National Forest has provided opportunities
and settings for a wide range of recreation
activities. During the early years most recre-
ation use was dispersed, the kind of use
which occurs where no developed facilities
such as campgrounds and picnic sites exist.
The first developed recreation sites on the
Forest were constructed by the Civilian Con-
servation Corps (ccc) in the 1930’s. Three of
those recreation sites remain in use today:
Gum Springs, Valentine Lake, and Stuart
Lake. As the years passed and more devel-
oped recreation areas were constructed,
developed site use became increasingly
popular. With few exceptions, most major
recreation facilities on the Forest were con-

Kincaid swimming beach

structed in the 1950’s and 1960’s.

The Kisatchie National Forest records rec-
reational visitor day (rvD) use data for 47
individual outdoor recreation activities that
occur in either developed or dispersed set-
tings. An rvD is defined as 12 visit-hours,
which may be aggregated continuously,
intermittently, or simultaneously by 1 or
more persons. Outdoor recreation opportu-
nities on the Kisatchie include but are not
limited to hunting, camping, driving for
pleasure, swimming, fishing, viewing scen-
ery, picnicking, off-road vehicle (orv) riding,
gathering forest products, attending talks,
horseback riding, nature study, bicycling,
and motor boating.

These activities are provided in a variety of
recreation opportunity settings that the For-
est Service calls the recreation opportunity
spectrum (ros). The ros provides a framework
for defining classes of outdoor recreation
opportunities, environments, activities, and
experiences. The settings, activities, and op-
portunities for obtaining experiences have
been divided into five classes; primitive, semi-
primitive, roaded natural, rural, and urban
(see Appendix G for a complete discussion of
each Kisatchie National Forest Rros class).

Current conditions

The Kisatchie National Forest is the second-
largest supplier of public recreation lands in
Louisiana. The Forest encompasses approxi-
mately 603,769 acres. Slightly more than
561,000 acres are open for dispersed recre-
ation activities. The Forest’s theoretical maxi-
mum annual outdoor recreation capacities
for dispersed recreation activities is deter-
mined by the amount of acreage within
each ros class. Under the current Forest Plan
527,897 acres are classified as roaded natu-
ral, 33,096 acres are classified as semi-primi-
tive, and 2,615 acres are classified as rural.

The theoretical maximum annual capac-
ity is based on the assumption that the
Forest is used consistently throughout the
year by the maximum possible number of
people. This condition is unlikely to occur,
since most use is grouped into specific time
periods, not spread over an entire year. For
forest planning purposes, reasonable out-
door